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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
JANUARY 19, 2005

Response to Comment DD1:
Please refer to responses to comments DD2 through DD13.



Execulive Summary

Executive Summary

Project Description

The proposed project is the adoption and subsequent implementation of the Grantville Redevelopment

Project, lccated in portions of the Navajo, Tierasanta, and College Area Community Planning Areas of the

City of San Diego. The primary discretionary action associated with the proposed project is the adoption of
the Grantvile Redevelopment Project Area by the Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego. The
Redevelopment Agency proposes the esiablishment of ihe Grantville Redevelopment Project Area as a

catalyst to reverse the physical and economic blight in the Project Area. A variely of redevelopment

activities will be implemented subsequent to the adoption of the Redeveloprment Project Area in order to

achieve the objactives of the project.

These activities will include, but 1ot be limited to, the acquisition of

land or building sites, improvernent of land and building sites. rehabilitation of structures, improving public

facilifies and infrastructuie, expanding employment opportunities, expanding recreational opportunities in

the Project Area, and providing other public improvemenis and landscaping.

The Giantville Redevelopmeni Project will be implemented in accordance with the Cailifornia Community

Redeveloprient Law {CCRL), Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et. seq. Approval of the project wil

implerent a plan, with subsequent redevelopment, and privafe and public improvements within the

Redevelopriuint Project Area encompassing approximately 970 acres of land.

Redevelupment is defined pursuani to Section 33020 of the CCRL as

"the planning, devetopment,
replanning, redesign, clearance, reconsiruction, or rehabilitation o any combination of these, of ait or part

of a survey area, and the provision of those residentiol, commercial, industial, public, or other structures or
spaces as may be appropriate or necessary in the interest of the general welfare, including recreational

ond olher facilities i@i,demal of oppurtenant 1o them.”

Redevelopmeni also includes the activities
described in Section 33021 of the CCRI which comprise the following:

a) " Alteration, improvement, modernization, reconstruction or rehabilitation, or any combinaiion

/

of these. of exisling struclures in Project Areq;

b} Provision of open space and public o private recreation areas; and,
c) Replanning or redesign or developiient of undeveloped areas in which either of the following
condilions exist:
DD2 : " e or 3
\ 1} ihe wreas are stagnaiit or improperly utllized because of defeciive or Inadequate street
! tayout, faulty tot luyout in relation to size. shape. accessibility or usefuiness, or for other 6
{
| Couses; or
2) the areu requires replanning and tund assembly for development in the interest of the
L. general welfars because of widely scattered ownership, tax delinguency or other reasons. —
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
JANUARY 19, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DD2: .
This section of the EIR quotes language directly from CCRL. The law in other places

addresses public improvements including roadways and infrastructure. Specifically,
Section 33030C defines blight as including:’

“A blighting area also may be one that contains the conditions Qescribed in
subdivision (b} and is, in addition, characterized by the existence of inadequate
public improvements, parking facilities, or utilities.”

Further provisions under Section 33445 allow the agency to construct public
infrastructure improvements, subject to certain findings:

“{a) Notwithstanding Section 33440, an agency may, with the consent of the
legislative body, pay all or a part of the value of the Ionq for and the cost of the
installation and construction of any building, focih?y, s?rucfure,A or other
improvement which is publicly owned either within or without the project areaq,

1"

Flooding. in and of itself, is not a criteria for blight. Howev.er, flooding issues may
indirectly lead to blight conditions. Flooding and inadequate infrastructure de;reo§es
incentives for investment in properties, which in furn, contribute to overall blighting

conditions.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
Please refer to EIR page 4.2-21 which provides a description of the improvements
identified in the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans. Proposed mitigation would

JANUARY 19, 2005 (cont.d)
Response to Comment DD3

¥00Z "¢l Jequiadaq

As stated on EIR page 4.2-2, the segment of Mission Gorge Road between Friars Road

arid Mission Gorge Road is classified as a é-lane primary arterial fransitioning to a é-
Road. No further improvement is recommended for this specific segment as it current

lane major roadway. This includes the segment between Fairmont Avenue and Zion
is improved o a é-lane primary arterial.

segments of Mission Gorge Road so that the facility operates as a é-lane major

include both widening Mission Gorge Road as well as improving existing é-lane
roadway.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
Recommendations identified in EIR Mitigation Measure Al are taken verbatim from the

JANUARY 19, 2005 (cont.d)
Response to Comment DD4

00Z ‘€| JoqWwe8a

adopted Navajo Community Plan's goals and recommendations (see EIR page 4.10-

2). As such, no change is proposed.
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— nental Seiling
»gical resources sensitivity. The Friars Formation has a high resources sensitivity and the Santiago
anics, within the Project Area, has a marginal resource sensitivity.
2.2.10 Aesthetics

Portions of Project Area have public views to the relatively naiura! landscape of the San Diego River and
Mission Trails Regional Park to the north and northeast. However, a majorily of the Project Area is urban

and charccle}ucd by older development and blighted conditions.

2.2.11 Water Quality/Hydrology

ihe San Diego River is the primary hydrologic feature within the Projeci Area. The San Diego River bisecls
the northwestern portion of Subarea B and generally forms the western boundary of the Project Area as it
flows from the southwest through the Navajo Community into Mission Valley. The San Diego River originales
in the mountains northwest of ihe historic tuwn of Julian and runs southwestward through an
unincorporated, largely uninhabited area of San Diego County before entering El Capitan Reservoir,
Downsiream of Bl Cupitun Reservoir, the iiver flows wesiward through the Cities of Sontee and San Diego
and past Famaosa Siough to 1he San Diego River Estuary. The iiver discharges into the Pacific Ocean just
soulh of ihe jeltied entrance of Mision Bay in Ihe cornmunity of Oceon Beach. The majority of ihe runoff
from Ine Project Area flows inte the San Diego River. Alvarado Canyon Creek fraverses the southemn

portion of the Project Area, and is a iributary o the San Diego River.

2212 Population/Housing
There are no residential units localed within thie Project Area, alihough the Iavajo and lierrasanta
Community Plan areas are compiised prirnarily of residential land uses. The redevelopment area

encompasses primarily non-residentiol uses.

2.2.13 Public Services

rMuch of the infrastructure in the Redevelopment Pioject Area is deficient and i need of improvement.
Transportation and flood control infrastructure are the nust notable deficiencies with respect fo public
seivices and ulililies in e Pio ect Area.

U5 i 7O Jany 2 G ¢ 95 STHTED E3/P 027

2.2.14 Mineral Resources

A 200-acre porlion of a sand and gravel processing facility is loculed within Subarea B in the noithern
puition of the Project Area. the facility operates on boih sides of the San Diego River and cornprises a total

ot 250 acres.

2.3 Planning Context

As a basis for the redevelopment of the project, the project will be consisient with the City of San Diego
Progress Guide and General Plan. community plans, and ihe Land Development Code {Zoning Ordinance)
ot the Cily of San Diego, ws umended from fime o fime, and all olher applicable state and local codes

and guidelines.

Giunivile Redevelopinent Plon 24 December 13, 2004
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
JANUARY 19, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DD5:

EIR page 2-4 states that there are existing public service deficiencies in the Project
Area including, most notably transportation and flood control infrastructure. These
deficiencies are discussed in further detail in Sections 4.2 Transportation/Circulation
and 4.11 Water Quality/Hydrology of the EIR. Mitigation Measure HD 1 addresses the
flood control deficiencies by requiring that, among others, an appropriate drainage
control plan that controls runoff and drainage in a manner acceptable to City
engineering standards for the specific project.

The Draft Redevelopment Plan and Five-Year implementation Pian also recognize the
flooding issues in the Project Area and improvemenis fo infrastructure, including
flooding facilities, are incorporated into the redevelopment plan goals as well as the
five-Yeor Implementation Plan. Redevelopment plan goals addiessing this issue
include, “Improve public infrastructure and undertake other public improvements in,
and of benefit to, the Project Area including: preparation of a comprehensive Public
Facilities Financing Plan to address short and long term infrastructure improvements;
storm drain improvernents (particularly to properties affected by the Alvarado Creek
and San Diego River) ... (Objective #3).
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The Agency proposes the Grantville Redevelopment Project as @ caialysi 1o 1
economic blight in the area. Redevelopment would achieve th
Code Section 33000 et. seq.) by:

3.3.1

The Crantville Redevelopmient Project will involve a number of subsequent actions over a 30-year time
peiiod to implement the Redevelopment Project. Redevelopment actions undertaken by private
development interests and pubilic agencies within ihe Redevelopment Project Area may include:

pler 3 - Project Description

Inadequate lof size;
Industrial pollution; and,

Low lease rates.

erse the physical and

@r;;oses of the CCRYJ)Healih and Safety
L

Eliminating physical and economic blighting conditions;

Replacement of obsolete and deieriorated public improvements and facilities: .
Daes KL )Mol
TFF C JSSHE RO
T SeFery 7

Rehabilitation of industrial and commercial structures;
Planning, redesign, and development of areas which are underutilized;

Participation of owners and tenants in the revitalization of their properties;

- W W

Providing affordabte housing;

Restoration of wateiways and reduction of urban runoff atong ihe San Diego River; and,

Revilalization of commerciat and industrial disiricts.

Redevelopment Project Actions

[

qa. Rehabililating, allering, remedeling, improving, modernizing, clearing or reconstiucling buildings, ,
structures and improvements; .
b. Rehabilitaling, preserving, developing, or constructing affordable housing in compliance with State
Law: _
c. Providing the opporiunity for owners and tencnts presently locoted in the Redevelopmeni Project
Arcu to participole in redsvelopment projecis and programs, and extending preferences to
occupants to remain or relocate within the Redevelopmeni Project Area; l
d. Providing relocation assistance to displaced residential and nonresideniial occupants, if necessary;
e. Facilitating the development or redevelopment of land for purposes and uses consistent with the .
Redevelopment Plan;
f. Providing incentives for property owners, tenants, businesses, and residenis io participate in .
improving conditions ihvoughout the Redevelopiment Project Area;
g. Acquiing real piupeity by purchase, lease, gift, request, devise, or any other lowful means, after the -
conduct of appropriate hearings:
Grunl.ille Redevslopmen Project 36 Decembai 13, 2004

Progius Urall ER
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
JANUARY 19, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DDé:

No. Health and Safety Code Section 33030(c) provides that a blighted area may also
include inadequate public improvements, parking facilities, or utilities. Health and
Safety Codes Section 33445 allows the Agency to pay all or a portion of the costs
associafed with public infrastructure improvements that will benefit the Project Area
and eliminate blighting conditions. However, improving safety in the Project Area is
included as an objective of the Draft Redevelopment Plan (see Objective #2}.
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pler 3 - Project Descripliort

restments, providing incentives for private investments, and assembling propeities suitable for new
wevelopment at cuirent standards. To fund the improvements needed lo revitaiize, rehabilitate, and
atfract private deveiopment to the Grantvile Redevelopment Project Area, the Agency will utilize tax

increment financing.

3.4.1 Redevelopment Project Objectives

specific objectives for the Granivile Redevelopmeni Project include:

1. Eliminate and prevent the spread of blight ond deterioration, and redevelop ihe proposed
redevelopineni Project Area in accordance with the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General
pion, applicable community plans, the Proposed Redevelopment Plan, and local codes and
ordinances;

2. Enhance economic growih within the Redevelopment Project Area by continuing ongoing efforts 1o
revitalize industrial and commercial areas;

3. improve the flow of trafiic within the Redevelopment Project Area and otherwise enhance the
quality of pedestrian and vehicular mobility, and improve transporfalion facilities, which support the
vitality, sofety, and vicbility of ine Redevelopment Project Area;

4, Alleviate the shortage of parking while avoiding negative impacis on residential neighborhoods
resutling from the oversupply of parking by implementing a coordinated and comprenhensive plan for

ihe proportional distriibution and proper configuration of parking spaces and facilities:

5. Expand employment opportunities within this Redevelopment Project Area by encouraying the
development of manufacturing enterprises and improving accessibility of employment centers within

DD7 and outside the Redevelupinent Project Area;
6. Improve public infrastruciure and Underiake olher public improvements in, and of benefil 1o, the

M/H/OT‘ Redevelopment Project Area, such as undergrounding etechical distribution lines and telgphone

//Eﬂ”f{ ?ﬂes along migjui sheels, widening, reducing of olherwise iudilying exisiing roadways or crealing
- //")'6 Ldditional stisets for pioper pedestrian and/or vehicular circutation;

’

ﬂ /. Expand recieational opportunities wilhin the Project Area;

8. Creale an oltiactive and pleasant gnviroriment within the Redeveloprment Area.
3.4.2 Projects and Programs

3.42.1 Economic Development Programs

Economic developrment programs are needed 1o improve the Redevelopment Project Area's economic
tase. These programs would focilifale the revilalization of blighted properties by using redevelopment
tools. Agency staff will pursue reuse. redevetopment, and revitalization of nonconforming, vacani, or
underutiized propeiiies through marketing of ihe area and encouragement of private sector investment.

Polennal projects mclude, but are ot limited 1o:

Gianivike Redevelopmend Projecl 310 December 13, 2004

Progiam Deaft EIR
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
JANUARY 19, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DD7:

PIe‘ose refer to responses to comments DD2 and DD5. EIR page 3-10 identifies
objec’(ives of the proposed project. As a component of the Redevelopment Plan
cdgphon process, the Grantville Redevelopment Advisory Committee {GRAC), has
reviewed and refined these objectives (see Section 110, Project Objectives 2 ondl 3 of
the Redevelopment Plan). The objectives specifically address improving traffic flow
and public infrastructure including storm drain improvements (particularly to propertie;
atfected by the Alvarado Creek and San Diego River).

Redevelopment Project Objective 6 identified in the EIR, “Improve public infrastructure

" would address flooding deficiencies in the Project Area as well. The
Redevelopmenf Agency recognizes the flooding deficiencies in the Project Aréo as a
major public facility deficiency of the Project Area. Correcting the Alvarado Creek
flood control deficiencies are among the priorities identified in the Draft
Redevelopment Plan and have been included in the Five-Year Implementation Plan
(see response to comment DF2).
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. . . RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED

4.2 Transportation/Circulation JANUARY 19, 2005 (cont.d)
The following summarizes the findings of the Grantville Redevelopment Traffic Impact Analysis {Kaiz, ¢
& Associaies, November, 2004). The froffic study technical report is provided in Volume i Appendix B o) Response to Comment DD8:
ER. The actual functional capacity of a roadway segment is based on the ability of arterial

o . intersections to accommodate peak hour volumes. Efficient designs of intersections to
4.2.1 Existing Conditions achieve acceptable levels of service could result in higher capacities.
4.2.1.1 Methodologies The key signalized intersections of Twain within the project study area were analyzed.
The traffic analysis examines existing (Year 2004) and Horizon Yeaor {Year 2030) timeframes. Sireet system These include the intersection of Mission Gorge Road/Twain Avenue (Intersection 10)
operating conditions are typically described in lerms of “level of service.” Level of service is o repori-card and Waring Road/Twain Avenue (intersection 26).

scale used lo indicate the qualily of traffic flow on roadway segmenis and at infersections. The Level of
service (LOS) ranges from LOS A [free flow, litlle congestion} 1o LOS F {forced flow, exireme congestion). A
more delailed description of LOS is provided in the traffic technical study {see Volume Il Appendix B of this
EIR}.

Roadway Segment Capacity Analysis. The Cily of San Diego has published daily traffic volume standards

for roadways within its jurisdiction. To determine existing service levels on siudy area roadway segments. @

comparison was made among the appropriate average daily fraffic threshoids for level of service, the daily
’ capaucily of the study area roadway segments, and the existing and fulure volumes in ihe siudy area.

i infersection Capacity Analysis. The analysis of peak hour intersection performance wos conducted using

the Traffix analysis sofiware program, which uses the "operational analysis” procedure for signalized

intersections as defined in the Highway Capacity Manual {2000 HCM). This technique uses 1,900 passenger

I cars per hour of green per lane [pcphgpl) os the maximum saturation flow of a single lane at an

intersection. This saturation flow raie is adjusted to account for lane width, on-sireet porking. conflicting

pedestrian flow, fraffic composition (i.e.. percent of trucks) and shared lane movemenis {e.g.. through and

l fight-lurn movements from the same lane). Level of service for signalized intersections is based on the
average time (seconds) thai vehicles entering an intersection are stopped or delayed.

I The Highway Capacily Manual analysis method for evatualing unsignalized, minor sfreet stop intersections

is based on the average toial delay for cach impeded movement. As used here, fotal delay is defined as
I the total elapsed time from when a vehicle stops at the end of a queue until the vehicle depairts from the
stop ine. This time includes the time required for the vehicle 1o travel from the last-in-queve to the first-in-
queue posilion. The average total delay for any particular minor movement is a function of the service rate
or copacity of the approach and the degree of saturation.

4.2.1.2 Existing Circulation Network
Streets and highways in the sludy area that could be impacted by the proposed project include Fairmount
Avenue, Friais Ruad, Mission Gorge Road, and Waring Road.
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}Envil viicnlul Analysis 4.2 - Transporiation/Circulation

4.2.3 Impact

The proposed action is fo redevelop areas within the Navajo Community Planning Area. Fulure
— e

__tedevelopment ochvmes will be in occordance with the opphcoble development reguloﬂons oi 1he fime
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specific rcdcvelopment ocilvmes are broposed (eg zon rdnncncej The “inherent nalure of

rede»elopment tends 1o reodjust the mtensny of Iond use in 1he study area. Therefore, existing land use
intensities were summarized and then compared io the proposed land use intensities o estimate the
hange caused by the redevelopment. This net change was used to calculaie the increase, or decrease,
f fraffic in the project area. Any change in current land intensity resulis in a change of iraffic on ihe

surrounding roadway network.

4.2.3.1 Project Trip Generation

Vehicular iraffic generation characteristics for projects are estimated based on rates in the City of San
Diego's Trip Generalion Manual {dated September 1998). This manuai provides standards and
recommenduations for the probable traffic generation of various land uses based upon local, regional and
nation-wide studies of existing developments in comparable seitings. Appendix C of the traffic technicaol
sfudy {see Volume i, Appendix B) contains excerpis from the irip generation manual used in this analysis.
Table 4.2-4 summarizes anticipated tip generation based on existing community plan land use designation.
As shown in Table 4.2-4, redevelopment aclivilies according to the existing Community Plan would add
31,606 ddaily tips to the circulation network with 3,280 fiips occurring in the morning peak hour and 4,346
trips occurring duiing afternoon peak twur. The project impacts are analyzed in the 2030 “Horizon Year"

scenario.

4.2.3.2 Project Access

The broad nailure of and diversity of land use throughout the redevelopment area necessitates that
geneidiized access poinis will dictale access throughout the redevelopment area. Project redevelopment
in the Giuniville Redevelupment Area will toke access on the primary, adjacent sireets including Friars
Road, Mission Gorge Road, Waring Road, Princess View Road, Twain Avenue, Jackson Diive, and Fairmount

Avenue,

4.2.3.3 Parking

Adequule parking shouid be assured by the developers per the San Diego Municipal Code. which
establishes parking requirement for development within the City ot San Diego.

4.2.3.4 Project Trip Distribution

Trip distribution is the process of identifying the probable deslinations, directions, or iraffic routes that
project related traific will likely affect. Tnp dgistribulion information can be estimated from observed halfic
pattemns. eapeiience or itvough use of appiopriote travet deinand models. Tiip distributions for this analysis
are derived from both observed palterns and a SANDAG Series 10 Select Zone Analysis. For purposes of this
analysis, the Select Zone Analysis was used in conjunciion with observed patterns and then spiit into 18
groups defined by geographic area. A dishibuiion was assumed for each area relalive to location.
Appendix D of the traffic technical study (see Volume Il Appendix B} shows both the location of the tand
use groups and the distributiors used tor each.

Graniville Redevelopment Projec) 4.2-8 December 13. 2004
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
JANUARY 19, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DD¥:

As stated in Section 3.0 of the EIR, the redevelopment plan horizon is approximately 20-
30 years. The EIR states that future redevelopment activities will be in accordance with
the applicable development regulations at the time specific redevelopment activities
are proposed (e.g., zoning ordinance) (see EIR page 4.2-8). This would apply to any
land use amendments as well, if proposed in the future.
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Chapter 4 Envionmenial Impact Analysis 4.12 - Populotion und Housifs

B. City of San Diego

According to U.S. Census Bureau data, in 2000 the total number of housing units within the City of San
Diego was 450,6%1. In 1990, the estimated number of housing units was 406,096. During the ten year
period, 44,595 housing uniis were added to the City’s housing stock. This represenis an increase of
approximately 11 percent in the toial number of housing units. According to SANDAG, the current (2004)
estimate of housing units is 469,154, which represents a four perceni increase between 2000 and 2004,

C. Community Plan Areas

The Project Area includes both the Navgjo and Tierrasanta Community Plan areas. Only a very smali
portion of the Froject Area lies within the College Communily Plan area. in 2000, 19.914 housing unifs were
located in the Navaojo Community Plan area and 10,635 housing units were located in the Tierrasanta
Community Plan Area. According to SANDAG, the 2004 esiimate for the number of housing unils in the
Navagjo Community Plan area is 20,128 and the 2004 estimaie for the number of housing units in the
Tierrasania Community Plan Area is 10,985. This represents a two percent increase belween 2000 and 2004
in the Navojo Communily Plan area and a 4 percent increase between 2000 and 2004 in the Tienasonia
Community Plan area. '

D. Redevelopment Project Area
There are no housing units located within the Project Area. However, housing units are located in the
surrounding area of the Navajo and Tierrasanta Communily Plan areas.

4.12.2 Impact Threshold

For the purposes of this EIR. a significant impact fo population and housing will occur if the proposed
redevelopment project will:

. induce subsiantial growth or conceniration of popuiution;
. Displace large numbers of persors; or
. Create substantial demand for additional housing.

4.12.3 Impact

4.12.3.1 Population

The Redevelopment Plon does not propose to change uny Ionguse designation. within the Project Area.
Theremm&xﬁ noi enero@g_@&p@@ﬁeyondihwm could occur
if the parcels designaled for mulli-family residential uses were redeveloped from their existing park and
hiotel uses to residential (o tolal of 48 siigle-family and 86-mutti-family units could be constructed under this
scenaorio). The project would not result in the displacement of a taige nuber of persons. Therefore, the
project would not result in a significont impact related 1o population within the Counily, City, Community
Plan Areas, or Project Area ond no mitigation measure is required.

Granlville Redevelopnient Project 4.12-3 December 13. 2004
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Chapler 4 - Enviioninenial Impuct Analysis 4.12 - Population and Housing
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4.12.3.2 Housing

mﬂﬁg@elopmw&@,gﬁﬂiw&ew@gwﬂm@. Redevelopment
consistent with the Novajo Community Plan would allow for approximately 48 single-family and 86 multi-
fomily residential units. This would only occur if the existing uses of these parcels {park, hotel) are
redeveloped wiih residential uses. Development of these planned housing units within the Project Area
would be less than one percent of the existing number of housing units within the Navaje Community Plan
Areo. Therefore, implemeniation of the proposed Redevelopmeni Plan would not induce substantial

housing growth or concentrotion of population.

As provided by CRL Section 33334.2(a}, no less than 20 percent of all tax increment revenue allocated to
the Agency will be used tor the purpose of increasing, improving. or preserving the
community/neighborhood's supply of low and moderaie income housing outside of the Redevelopment
Area. This provides the community/neighborhood resources 1o maintain the fow and moderate housing
stock and assists residents with homeownership.  Therefore. implementation of ihe proposed
Redevelopment Pian would not require ihe displacerment of popuiation or housing.

The City recognizes ihat some residential land speculators may view approval of the Redevelopment Plan
as an opportfunity to develop residential iand uses wiihin the Project Areq, especiclly during fovorabie
econamic conditions. Should residentiol projects be proposed on land thot is not currently plonned or
zoned for residential development, an amendment to the Navajo Community Plan and appiovai of a zone
change would be required. Therefore, because the project does not involve_grﬂed\eigrlgﬁ_o_no_flg_@g

uses, impleinentation of the proposed Redevelopmvould ngt.induce subsiantial housing growih
or concentration of population. T

4.12.4 Significance of Impact

No impact assudiuted with population and housing s anticipated.

4.12.5 Mitigation Measuies

No mitigution meosure is proposed, us no significant population and housing impact has been identified.

4.12.6 Conclusion

No significant population and housing impact is anticipated.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
JANUARY 1%, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DD10:

The EIR analyzes the potential impacts associated with the existing, adopted
community plan land use designations. The EIR also provides an analysis of
alternatives to the proposed project (see Section 8.0 Project Alternatives) which
includes an analysis of a Transit-Oriented Development Principles alternative. As
identified in the EIR {see page 8-25), the population/housing impact of the TOD
alternative would be greater than the proposed project as it would infroduce housing
and population into the Project Area that is currently not contemplated in the existing
adopted Navajo Community Plan.
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pler 5 - Analysis of Lony Term Effects

TABLE 5-1
Projections for the County of San Diego and the City of San Diego

County of San Diego 442,919 682,791 152.947 236,869 140,269 211,236

City of San Diego 1,223,400 1,656,820 469.689 604,399 777,600 975,990

Source: SANDAG, 2003

5.1.1 Land Use

The Redevelopment Plan is consistent with the City of San Diego General Plan Land Use Element {Navajo,
Tierrasanta and College Area Community Plans) and no General Plan Amendment or Zone Chcnge is
proposed. The project is also consisient with the MSCP and Reglonol Woter Quchiy Conirol Board Plans.

" Achievement of orderly growth is dependeni upon development in the future occuiring in a monner

consistent with the Cily's General Plon and other applicabie regional plans. Since the City has adopted

these plans and will continue to implement them no significant cumulaiive land use impact is anlicipated.

5.1.2 Transportation/Circulation

The proposed project traffic impacts and cumulative traific impacis are evaivated in Seclion 4.2
Transportation/Circulation of this EIR. Currently, several roadway segments and infersections located wilhin
and adjacent to the Project Area are not operating within an acceptable tevel of Service (LOS). This
condition is aftributable to local ond regional cumulative iraffic. As discussed in Section 4.2, horizon year
{year 2030) traffic volumes are based on the SANDAG Series 10 future forecast model. In the year 2030, the
following roadway segments are expected to operate at on unoccepfcble LOS {without the propoﬁ

project); /g /7 GIOT AT /7,/(‘/%/%4/2“ tA%’W//V///MV/&W/

. Friars Road from I-15 northbound ramps to kancho M|55|on Road {LOS F);

. Friars Road from Rancho Mission Road to Santo Road {LOS E);

. Fairmount Avenue from -8 eastbound off-ramp to Comino Del Rio North (LOS F); and,
. Mission Goige Road from Mission Gorge Place to Twain Avenue (LOS E).

Additionally, the following intersections are expected io operate of an unacceptabte LOS {without the
proposed project}:

- Camino Del Rio/i-8 westbound off-ramp and Fairmount Avenue {LOS F);
. Friars Road and I-15 southbound ramps {LOS E);
* Twain Avenue and Mission Gorge Road (LOS E); and,

. Camino Del Rio/i§ weslbound off-ramp and Fairmount Avenue (LOS F}.

As ideniified in Section 4.2 {see Tuble 4.2-¢), the proposed project would contribute to a significant
cumulative impact as additionat traffic generated in the Project Area will significantly impact roadway

Gronivilie Redeveiopment Projeci 52 December 13, 2004
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
JANUARY 19, 2008 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DD11: '
The SANDAG Series 10 future traffic forecast model does not include the extension of
Alvarado to Fairmount Avenue. Please refer to response io commem' DQTQ.
Additionally, the proposed Five-Year Implementation Plan also identifies _the |n{tlot|on/
design, and construction of Mission Gorge Road fraffic improvements, including the
Interstate 8 interchange at Alvarado Road.



DD12

apter 8 — Alternatives

6.3.1.12 Population and Housing

No impact to populotion/housing has been identified for the proposed project because the
redevelopment pian is consistent with the Navajo. Tierasania, and College Area Community Plans. Under
this alfernative, substantiolly more housing (approximately 3,010 dwelling units could be construcied} would
occdr, which would represent a substantial increase in population beyond the level currently
contempiaied in the Navajo Community Plan for the Project Area. This alternative would result in a greater
impact o population/housing than the proposed project.

8.3.1.13 Public Services and Utilities

This alternalive would result in a grealer impact to public services and ulilities than ihe proposed project as
aresuli of the increase in housing and population that would occur in ihe Project Area. This increase would
place a greater denund on public services, including police, fire, schools, and parklond. This alternative
would generate approximately 976 additional students [as compored to 65 generated under the proposed
projeci). Additionally, this aliernative wouid place a demand on porkiond thal would not occur under the
proposed project. Based on Cily General Plan recormmended parks 1o population ratio {approximately 20
acres/1,000 peopile), lhis altemnative would generaie a demand for approximately 22 acres of popuiation-
based parkland.

8.3.1.14 Mineral Resources

Implementation of this ulleinative would result in continued operation of the sand and gravel-processing
tacility located within the Project Arew until ihe resources are exhausted or marginal economic return ends
production. The conditional use permit expires in 2033, This alternative would resull in a similar minerat
resources impact as the proposed project.

8.3.1.15 Conclusion ~ General Plan Opportunity Areas Map Concept

This alfernative is environmenially similar to the proposed project. Redevelopment thal occurs under this
dlternative would resull in greater environmental impacis io transportation/circulation, air quality, noise,
population/housing, and public services. impacts would be simitar related to larid use, cullural resources,
biologicul iesources. geology/soils, hazards/hazordous materials, paleontological resources, aeslhelics,
water quulily, and mineral resources. This aliermnative would meet most of the basic objectives of the
proposed project.

8.4 Transit-Oriented Development Pnncnpols

Wnomve\ | ALY UACER ST & 1S TIT

S TR (S T Pmaty faluS o
8.4.1 Description of Alternative SFEOEUELAPE /17T
This allernative considers the environmental impacls associated with redevelopment activities occurring
over fhie 20 to 30 year redevelopmeni fimeframe anticipating lond uses that would be consisient with
Transit Oriented Development principols. This alternative assumes that land use designations would allow
multi-family resideniial uses at 25 dwelling units per acre, wilhin approximately 2,000 feei of the irolley
station that will be located in Ihe southern portion of the Project Area. This area generally encompasses

Grunivilk: Redevelopment Pioject B-22 Decempber 13, 2004
Drofr Program EIR
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
JANUARY 19, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DD12:

Comment noted. The objectives of the proposed project are listed on pages 3-9
through 3-10 of the EIR as well as Section 110 of the Draft Redevelopment Plan. Draft
Redevelopment Pian project objectives include, “Explore opportunities in the Project
Area for development of mixed residential and commercial uses particularly transit-
oriented residential development to take advantage of nearby multi-modal transit
system.” Implementation of TOD land uses would require a community plan
amendment.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
JANUARY 19, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DD13:
Please refer to response to comment DD12.
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CALIFORNIA NEON PRODUCTS

January 31, 2005

Mr. Tracy Reed

City Redevelopment Agency
600 B Street, 4" Floor, MS 904
San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Mr. Reed:

California Neon Products owns approximately 4.5 acres in Subarea A of the proposed
redevelopment project. As owners we would like to belicve the proposed redeveiopment
program will generally improve the area by mitigating traffic, improving drainage and
providing a better mix of uses that are more compatible with a changing neighborhood.
Unfortunately, this Program Environmental Impact Report does not adequately address
the universe of changes being planned around us.

The Grantville Redevelopment Plan is being taken forward without a corresponding
Community Plan Amendment. Under normal circumstances, Redevelopment Plans are
adopied 1o implement a community plan or the City’s General Plan. The Navajo
Community Plan was adopted in 1982 and is out of date. The EIR addresses the impacts
associated with buildout of that plan. Proposed improvements to Mission Gorge Road
correspond o 1982 Navajo Plan and have little relevancy to today’s traffic problems. As
is noted in the following section of the EIR, if the detailed improvements were
implemenied, they would not improve service levels above Level F. This is totally
unacceplable. The City needs to look for real mitigation before adopting this plan.

As shown in Table 4.2-4, redevelopment activities according to the existing
Community Plan would add 31,606 daily trips to the circulation network with
3,280 trips occurring in the morning peak hour and 4,346 trips occurring during
afternoon peak hour. The project impacts are analyzed in the 2030 “Horizon
Year” scenario.

The Navajo Community Plan also states that Mission Gorge Road be improved
to a six-lane major street between Fairmount Avenue and Interstate 8. This
improvement has not yet been completed and the roadway is classified as a 4-
lane major street. Table 4.2-7 shows that the impact that widening this
segment to 6-lanes would have on the Level of Service for the Community
Plan scenario. The level of service on this segment would remain an LOS F
with this impravement under the Community Plan; and therefore, the impact is
considered significant and unavoidable.

We are particularly concerned about figure 8-1, General Plan Opportunities Area Map

Allernative Land Uscs. 1t shows our property with a different fand use designation than
the one in the 1982 Navajo Plan. Does this mean that all the properties in my

4530 Mission Gorge Place, San Diego, CA 92120 - (619) 283-2191 Fax: (619) 283-9503
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM RICHARD MCCARTER, DATED
JANUARY 31, 2005

Response fo Comment RM1:
Comment noted. Please refer to responses to comments RM2 through RMé.

Response to Comment RM2:

Comment noted. Pursuant to California Community Redevelopment Law, the
redevelopment plan must be consistent with the General Plan {i.e., Community Plans).
As noted on EIR page ES-2, it is proposed that uses be permitted in compliance with
the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan, Navajo, Tierrasanta and
College Area Community Plans. implementation of the proposed redevelopment
project would not preclude future amendments or updates to the Navajo Community
plan. In the event the Navajo Community plan is updated in the future, the
redevelopment plan would be amended to maintain consistency as required by law.

Response to Comment RM3:

The EIR concludes that the fraffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable
based on buildout according to currently adopted Community Plan land use
designations, and roadway improvements as identified in the Community Plan. Future
land use changes may occur in the Project Area, and the fraffic and circutation
impacts would need to be evaluated as a part of the approval process for future land
uses. Furthermore, while the EIR traffic andalysis is conservative (i.e., worst-case}, in that
it assumes circulation improvements only to the level consistent with adopted
Community Plans, additional improvements and opportunities may be identified that
would improve circulation.

An objective of the Draft Redevelopment Plan is to, “Improve public infrastructure and
undertake other public improvements in, and of benefit to, the Project Area including:
preparation of a comprehensive Public Facilities Financing Plan to address short and
long term infrastructure improvements; ... widening, reducing or otherwise modifying
existing roadways or creating additional streets, ... for proper ... vehicular circulation
... (Obijective #3).

Please also refer 1o response to comment DOT3.

Response ta Comment RM4:

The EIR evaluates alternatives to the proposed project that have the potential to
reduce or avoid the potentially significant impacts associated with the propossd
project. Although the General Plan Opportunities Map is evaluated as an alternative
fo the proposed project, further implementation of this alternative would require a
Community Plan Amendment or Update, and a rezone of the affected properties. No
such change is proposed at this fime.



RM4
(cont'd.)

RM5

RM6

neighborhood will be rezoned to allow for Multi-Family Residential and Commercial?
The Program EIR does not adequately address the impact of such a rezoning. The land
use impacts are not “similar to the proposed project”, (P. 8.9, Sec. 8.3.1.2).

Similarly, under the Transit Oriented Development Principals Alternative, our property
could be considered for TOD housing at 25 dwelling units per acre. Does including this

alternative in some way allow for a future rezoning without community input?

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Draft Program EIR. We look forward
1o your response in the final document.

o e

Richard McCarter
Vice President
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM RICHARD MCCARTER, DATED
JANUARY 31, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment RM4 (cont.d):

It is expected that similar to redevelopment of the Project Area according to existing
adopted land uses, redevelopment of existing land uses according fo the General
Plan Opportunities Map alternative would also reduce the occurrence of existing land
use incompatibilities within the Project Area.

Response to Comment RM5:

The evaluation of the TOD Alternative in the EIR does not allow for future rezoning of
the property. Any future rezoning would be subject to a discretionary review process
by the City, including further opportunities for public review and comment.

Response to Comment RMé:
Comment noted.



Caster Properties, Inc.

Memo

BC1

BC2
BC3
BC4
BC5
BC6

BC7
BC8

To:

From:

Date:

Terry Reed, City of San Diego, treed@sandiego.gov
Brian R. Caster
2/9/05

Grantville Redevelopment EIR Comments

Dear Tracy,

| wanted to get this to you before the meeting with the city council, and | would like to talk to you about it
if | could. Below are my comments and guestions.

Questions.

1.

2.

3.

In the EIR 5.1.12 can you say, “The redevelop agency will encourage high density housing
around the transportation hub of the wrolley and bus station?"

If we were to get the property rezoned around the trolley station from industrial to residential,
would we be required to build 20% low income housing?

Where in the EIR did it talk about the redevelopment agency working on the fiood control
problem on Mission Gorge Place?

Page 3.13 in the EIR Transportation, | did not know that we were planning to use the
redevelopment funds to pay for any of the trolley?

Caster would like to see the figure in the EIR 8-1 show their property to be designated as an
alterative use as High Density Residential. Can you do that?

Page 4.1-15 Goals-can you say that one of the goals is to increase density wherever it is
appropriate?

Page 4.1-15 there are two paragrahs that repeat not sure if this is a typo?

In the EIR 3.4.2.1 Project Objectives. | would like to see housing put in here too.

4607 Mission Gorge Place
San Diego, CA 92120
619-287-8873 Ext. 117
Fax 619-287-2493
brecaster@castergrp.com
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM BRIAN CASTER, DATED FEBRUARY 9,
2005

Response to Comment BC1:
The Redevelopment Plan must be consistent with the adopted community plan, which
currently shows industrial and commercial land uses in this area.

Response to Comment BC2:

Redevelopment Law requires that 20% of the tax increment generated in the Project
Area must be used o improve or expand low and moderate-income housing. These
funds may be spent either within or outside of the Project Area. Redevelopment Law
also requires that 15% of new dwelling units constructed in the Project Area must be
restricted for use by very low, low and moderate income households. This requirement
must be met for the Project Area as a whole, not by each new housing project that is
constructed. Redevelopment Law also makes provision for meeting this requirement
outside of the Project Area boundaries.

Response to Comment BC3:

Description of existing flooding problems and potential flooding impacts are provided
in various sections of the EIR; however, Section 4.11- Water Quality/Hydrology, provides
a deftailed discussion related to this issue. Figure 4.11-2 depicts the extent of the 100-
year and 500-year floodplains within the Project Area based on SANGIS data {Flood
Rate Insurance Map). This information depicts that large portions of the Project Area
are subject to, and/or at risk for flooding. Mitigation Measure HD 1 is proposed to
addresses the flood control deficiencies by requiring that, among others, an
appropriate drainage control plan that confirols runoff and drainage in a manner
acceptable to City engineering standards for the specific project. Furthermore,
flooding is addressed in specific objectives of the Draft Redevelopment Plan and the
Five-Year Implementation Plan, as discussed in responses to comments DRSé, DD2,
DDS5, and DD7.

Response to Comment BC4:

EIR page 3-13 provides a discussion of the project’s relation to existing community
plans, and lists applicable goals and objectives of the Navajo Community Plan, As
referenced by the commenior, Subsection 3.6.1.1 Transportation states, "Complete
the extension of the Mission Valley Light Rail Transit Lane to serve the College Area
community." This is an objective of the adopted Navajo Community Pian, and is not a
stated goal of the redevelopment project.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM BRIAN CASTER, DATED FEBRUARY 9,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment BC5:

The EIR evaluates alternatives to the proposed project that have the potential o
reduce or avoid the potentially significant impacts associated with the proposed
project. Regardiess of whether the subject property as referenced by the commentor
is shown as an alternative use, a Community Plan Amendment, rezone, and
subsequent environmental review would be required in order to implement residential
uses at this location.

Response to Comment BCé:

The goals listed on EIR page 4.1-15 are contained in the City of San Diego Progress
Guide and General Plan. As it related fo the goals, guidelines and standards for
redevelopment and reinvestment, the General Plan does not identify the specific goal
fo “increase density wherever it is appropriate.” However, Objective #8 of the Draft
Redevelopment Plan states, "Explore opportunities in the Project Area for
development of mixed residential and commercial uses parficularly transit-oriented
residential development to take advantage of nearby multi-modat transit system.”

Response to Comment BC7:
The two paragraphs, while duplicative, address two specific goals of the City of San
Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

Response to Comment BC8:
Please refer to response to comment BCé.
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EL DORADO PROPERTIES

6136 Mission Gorge Road, Suite 230
San Diego, CA 92120

Phone: (619) 283-5557

Fax: (619) 283-0023

January 25, 2005

Mr. Tracy Reed

Project Manager

City of San Dicgo

Community & Economic Development
Redevelopment Agency

600 “B" Street, Fourth Floor (MS-904)
San Diego, CA 92101-4506

Dear Mr. Reed:

Attached are pages from the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Draft, for the Grantville
Redevelopment Project Volume 1. | have marked my comments on the attached pages for your
review or comument.

In general, 1 am quite pleased with the content of the report. However, I do feel it is necessary 1o
be candid with my past, present, and future visions for the Grantville Redevelopment Project.

The report throughout refers to the existing problem with flooding, and the need for traffic
mitigation at Fairmount Avenue, and Mission Gorge Road. It alsu points to the need for
planning and re-planning.

In the Executive Summary, on Page ES-1: The redevelopment also includes the activities
described in Section 33021, of the CCRL; which comprises of the following: C) (C) 2): Re-
Planning.

Figure ES-1: The Alvarado Creck drainage and the trolley station channel should be shown on
this figure.

The healith and safety of our neighbors and us is gt issue here. The same area referred to above is
a flood zone. This is an even bigger health and safety concern that has increased in magnitude
over the years

On Page ES-2: The Drafi refers to the possible amendment to the City of San Diego Progress
Guide, City of San Diego General Plan, the Navajo Area Community Plans, and the Land
Developrent Codes, in order (o achieve the objectives of the Grantville Redevelopment Project.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL R. SMITH, DATED FEBRUARY 9,
2005

Response to Comment DRS1:
Comment noted. Please refer to responses to comments DS2 through DS29.

Response te Comment DRS2:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment DRS3:
Comment noted.

Response ta Comment DR$4:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment DRSS:
EIR Figure ES-1 has been modified to depict the Alvarado Creek drainage and trolley
station channel.

Response to Comment DRSé:

Comment noted. The EIR identifies flooding as an issue within the Project Area. As
stated on EIR page 4.11-3, "Portions of the Project Area are subject to flooding as
identified by the Federal Emergency Management Agency {FEMA)} maps during rain
events. This is attributable to the fact that portions of the Project Area are located
within the floodplain, the growth within the San Diego River Watershed (SDRW) that
has increased, and inadequate drainage/flooding infrastructure. As depicted on
Figure 4.11-2, the southeastern portion of Subarea A is located within the 100-year
floodplain of Alvarado Canyon Creek.”

Please also refer to responses to comments BC3, DRSé, DD2, DDS5, and DD7.

Response to Comment DRS7:
Please refer to response to comment RM2.
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IRS11
DRS12
DRS13

DRS14

DRS15

DRS16

DRS17

JRS18

JRS19

RS20

DRS21

DRS22

Question 1: Section 3.3.3:  Duocs this say that the current FAR of two (2) in some areas may be
reduced 10 .34-.40? The arca needs higher density, not less.

Section 3.4.1: Redevelopment Objective, 3. 6: To improve the flow of traffic, the roadway needs
to be the priority project. ‘Lhe flooding issue also needs to be corrected.

Question 2: Section 3.4.2.1; Kconomic Development Program: Precisely, how will the
Agency pay for itselt as it assists the Grantville Project Area?

Question 3: Scction 3.4.2.2: Low and Moderate Inconie Housing Program: Does student
housing qualify as low and moderate-income housing?

Section 3.7.2, Page 3.15: Suggests that a rezoning map is necessary.
Question 4: Section 3.7.2: What zoning designation should a transit area have?

This Figure 4.1-1: Should show an area with land use: Mixed Use and Transit Oriented
Development next to the trolley station.

Section 4.2.6: The environmental impacts present in the arca will not be completely mitigated by
the Grantville Redevelopment Projecl. Some mitigation can be achieved if the roadways
between Highway Eight and Fainnount Avenue, the extension to Alvarado Canyon Road and
Mission Gorge Road North 500° are improved. See attached Exhibit B.

Section 4.6-1: The Giant Reed (arundo donax), a very obnoxious plant, needs to be eradicated as
a way 1o protect the native vegetation and those species of vegetation introduced by the planning
process.

Section 6.0: Growth Inducement: The upgrading of the area roadway system is the most
important inducement to bring development into the area. This infrastructure upgrading is
necessary, and should receive the first dollars acquired by the Agency.

Question 4: Is the flood channel, also known as Alvarado Canyon Creek an infrastructure
project?

Question 5: What land use changes by amendment to the Navajo Plan, or City General Plan
need to be made so that the project area would be consistent with Transit-Oriented
Development?

Figure 8-1 and 8.1: Mixed-Use, Transit-Oriented Development should be shown next to the
trolley station.

Section 8.4: The presence of the trolley station makes the area more suitable for Transit-
Oriented Development.

Section 8.4.1: This section refers to a possible 2,500 multiple family units being built, whereas,
Section 3.3.3, references a total of 48 residential units, and 86 multi-family dwelling units.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL R. SMITH, DATED FEBRUARY 9,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DRS8:

As stated on EIR page 3-8, “It should be noted that existing land use regulations in the
Project Area allow an FAR up to 2.0; however, the application of the .34 fo .40 range is
considered a more realistic estimate of future growth based on land use and
infrastructure (e.g.. roadway) capacities in the Project Area.” Neither the EIR, nor the
Redevelopment Plan propose to reduce the currently allowed FAR's within the Project
Ared.

Response to Comment DRSY:
Comment noted. Please also refer to responses to comments BC3, DRSé, DD2, DDS5,
and DD7.

Response fo Comment DRS10:

In compliance with Redevelopment Law, the Agency will adopt an Implementation
Plan every five years that outlines the projects and programs to be implemented and
how they will be funded. This will include necessary administrative costs. Additionally,
each year the Agency will adopt an annual budget that outlines the specific costs
and revenue sources that will be used to pay those costs, including administrative
costs.

Response to Comment DRS11:

The determination of a “low and moderate-income" housing unit is made based upon
annual household income, adjusted for family size, and the housing cost paid for that
unit. A student may qualify if the legally mandated criteria are met.

Response to Comment DR$12:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment DRS13:

Transit areas, and transit-related uses, as well as land uses that may complement
fransit areas are allowed in various zones throughout the City. The City of San Diego
Municipal Code also identifies transit overlay zones, would include special provisions
for land uses within proximity fo public transit systems {e.g., see Chapter 13, Article 2,
Division10}.

Response to Comment DR§14:

EIR Figure 4.1-1 depicts existing land uses in the Project Area based on land use surveys
conducted as part of preparation of the EIR and accurately reflects existing land uses
within the Project Area.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL R. SMITH, DATED FEBRUARY ¢,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DAS15:

The segment of Fairmont Avenue between interstate 8 and Mission Gorge Road is
planned as a six-lane major street. The improvement recommended by the
commentor would also improve fraffic flow in this area. Future redevelopment would
consider improvements such as suggested by the commentor and shown in the
commentor's exhibit A. However, subsequent detailed engineering analysis would be
required prior to implementation of the type of improvement suggested by the
commentor. Establishment of a redevelopment project area would allow more
opportunity for this to be addressed. Please also refer to response to comment DOT3.

Response to Comment DRS16:
Comment nofed. See also response fo comment PRD11.

Response to Comment DRS17:

Comment noted. Public infrastructure improvement priorities will be established in the
5-year implementation plan. The EIR analysis assumes implementation of only those
traffic improvements as identified in the Navajo Community Plan. Please also refer to
response to comment DD5 {public facilities financing plan) and DF4 (growth-inducing
impacts).

Response to Comment DRS18:
The future improvement to the Alvarado Creek flood channel is identified as a public
infrastructure project in the Five-Year Implementation Plan.

Response to Comment DRS19:

As discussed in EIR Section 8.4 Transit-Oriented Development Principles Alternative,
land use designations would need fo allow multi-family residential uses at 25 dwelling
units per dcre, within approximately 2,000 feet of the trolley station. There are a variety
of land use and zoning designations in the City's General Plan and Municipal Code
that would dallow residential and mixed-use developments, consistent with TOD
principles. The subject areas are currently primarily designated for industrial and
commercial uses.

Response to Comment DRS20:

Comment noted. EIR Figure 8-1 does depict mixed-uses in proximity to the trolley
station.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL R. SMITH, DATED FEBRUARY 9,
2005 (cont.d)

Response fo Comment DRS21:
Comment noted. Please also refer to responses to comments DRS13, DRS19, LM4,
SNDG3, DD10, and DD12.

Response to Comment DRS22:

Section 8.4.1, as referenced by the commentor, evaluates a land use alternative to
the existing adopted Navajo Community Plan. Section 3.3.3 refers to the development
potential according to the existing Navajo Community Plan land uses.
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DRS24
DRS25

DRS26

DRS27

DRS28

DRS29

Question 6: Section 8.4.1: What is correct?
Scetion 8.4.1.1: Encourages higher density residential use in proximity to the trolley station.
Question 6: What FAR would be acceptable in the Transit-Oriented Area?

Question 7/8: Section 8.4.1: Does an FAR of two (2) equate to 25 units per acre? What section
is more obtainable?

Section 8.4.1.15: Transit Oriented Development Principal Alternative: This is what the
project is ail about. Housing at the transit center promotes local retail business without the
aspects of autoniobile trattic.

A pocket park as open space and entryway into Grantville, and a roadway system change is
important to obtain. See proposed area map attached as Exhibit A.

Thank you for your responses. Should you have any questions in reference to any of the above,
please feel free to contact me at (619) 283-5557.

Sincerely, )

C i <
Daniel R. Smith
Member

Grautville Redevelopment Project Advisory Committee
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL R. SMITH, DATED FEBRUARY ¢,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DRS23:
Please refer to response to comment DS22.

Response fo Comment DRS24:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment DRS25:
The acceptable FAR would be dependent on the specific type of mixed-use project
proposed and land use configuration.

Response fo Comment DRS24:

An FAR of 2.0 does not necessarily equate to 25 units per acre. However, FAR (floor
area ratio} does apply to both non-residential (e.g., commercial and industrial uses)
and residential square footage. It is the allowed amount of building square footage
based on the lot size. For example, on a one-acre parcel (43,000 square feet) with an
FAR of 2.0, a maximum development of 86,000 square foot of building space would be
allowed (not including any further restrictions related to parking requirements,
landscaping and setbacks, etc.). Residential density is expressed in dwelling units per
acre as well as FAR. A residential density of 25 units per acre would allow a maximum
of 25 dwelling units on a one-acre parcel {not including any further restrictions related
to parking requirements, landscaping and setbacks, efc ).

Response to Comment DRS27:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment DRS28:
Comment noted.

Response fo Comment DRS§29:
Comment notfed.



DRS
(ATTACH.)

Execulive Sumrmary

Executive Summary

Project Description

ihe proposed project is the adopfion and subsequent implemeniation of the Grantvile Redevelopment
Project, located in portions of the Navajo, lierasanta, and College Area Community Planning Areas of the
City of Sun Diego. The piimary discretionary action associated with the proposed project is the adoption of
the Granivile Redevelopment Project Area by the Redeveiopment Agency of the Cily of San Diego. The
Redevelopment Agency proposes the eslablishment of ihe Grantville Redevelopment Project Area os a
calalyst 1o reverse the physical and cconomic blight in the Project Area. A vaiiety of redevelopment
W&d sub:equcnr to Ihe adopiion of the Redevelopmem to”
achieve the objechves of the pro;ect These activities will include, but not be limited 1o, the ccqulslhon of

tacilities and infrastruciure, expanding employment opponunmes, expundmg iecreational opporiunmes in
raciiies o0 ;

T ——
the Project Area, and providing other public improvemients ond lai wdscaping.

The Granlville Redeveloprment Project wilt be implemented in accordance with the California Community
Redevelopment Law {CCRL). Healih and Safety Code Section 33000 ei. seq. Approval of the project will
implemeni a plan, with subseqguent redevelopmeni, und private and public improverments within the

Redevelopment Project Alea encompassing uppr oximaiely 970 acres of land.

Redevelopment is defined pursuant to Section 33020 of the CCRL as “the planning. development,
replanning. redesign, clearance, reconshuction. or rehobilifation, or any combination of these. of all or par!
of a survey areq, and the provision of fhose residential, commercial, induslinal, pulilic, or other structures o
spaces as may be appropriate of necessory in the interest of the general welfare, including recreational
and olher faciliies incidenial or oppurtenant to them.” Redevetopment also includes the aclivities

described in Section 3302 the CCRL which comprise the following:

[¢}] Alteration, improvement, modernization, reconsiruciion of rehabilitaiion, or any combination

of these, of existing siructures in a Project Atea;
b) Provision of open space und public or privaie recreation areas; and,

c} keplanning or redesign or development of undeveloped areus in which either of the following

conditions gxist:

1) ihe oreas are stagnant or improperly utilized because of defeclive or inadequate sireet
- layout. faully iot layout in relation fo size. shape, occessibility or usefulness, or for other

causes; of

2) the areu requixesAre_ngnning and land assembly for development in the interest of fhe

general welfure becuuse of widely scattered ownership, tax definquency or other reasons.

Gruniville Redevelopment Project £5-1 December 13, 2004
Dralfi Progiam EIR
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Execulive Surninary

As a basis for the redevelopment of the Project Area under consideration, if is proposed that uses be
permiited in compliance with ihe City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan, Navajo, Tierrasanta
and College Area Communily Plans, and the Land Development Code (Zoning Ordinance) of the City of
San Diego, cw_g_fro_\mi_ime to time, and all other applicabie state and local codes and guidelines.

Project Location

The proposed Crantville Redévelopment Project Area is located in San Diego County, in the eastern
portion of ihe City of San Diego north of Inierstate 8 ond east of Inferstaie 15. A majority of the Project
Area is localed within the Navajo Communily Planning Area, and generally includes the existing industial
and commercial areas along Friars Road, Mission Gorge Road, Fairmount Avenue and Waring Road. The
appioximately 970-acre Project Area consists of three non-conliguous subareas, referred to in this EIR as
subarea A, Subarea B and Subarea C. Figure ES-1depicts the location of each subarea. The three subareas

are described as follows:

. Subarea A - Suburea A is compiised of commercial, office, industrial. public facility. park and open

- space wses innnedioiely rullh of -8 and localed along both sides of Fairnount Avenue, Friars Read

. '/ and Mission Gorge Road north to Zion Avenue {and including several parcets norih of Zion Avenue}.

’{(}"( / The suulheast porlion of Subarea A also includes ihe firsi seven parcels on the southern side of

Adobe Falls Road (starting al Waiing Road). Subaica A comprises approximotely 400 acres.

. Subarea B - Subarea B consists of the commercial, office. industiial, sand and gravel, ond open
space uses located olong Mission Gorge Road from Zion Avenue, norlheast 1o Margerum Avenue.
wiihin this subarea, sand and gravel processing operations foke place on both sides of the San
Diego River. The weslern boundary is defined by the residentiol neighborhood along Colina Dorada

Diive. Subarea B comprises approximalely 505 acres.

- Subarea C - Subarea C includes a shopping cenler, retail uses and communily facilities, at ond
adjacent 1o, the infersection of Zion Avenue and Woring Road. The Allied Gardens Communily Park,
and other community services such as the Edwin A. Benjamin Library, Lewis Middle School, and two
churches are included as the communily facililies in this subarea. Subarea C comprises

oppraximately 65 ucres.

Environmental Impacts

The Redevelopment Agency determined thot a Program EIR is reguired pursuant to the Californio
Environmental Quality Act [CEQA}. The environmeniol issue oreas identified by the Agency and as a result
of input received on the Notice of Preparation {NOP) and public scoping meeting for the project include
the following: land use, fransportation/circulation, air quality, noise, cuitural resources, biological resources
geology/soils, hozards ond hazardous materiais. paleoniological resources, aesthetics, water
quality/hydrology, population/housing, public services, mineral resources, cumulative impacis, growth-
inducing impacis, and significant ireversible environmental chonges. Table ES-1 presents a summary of he
envirannienial impacts of the proposed project, mitigalion measures foureduce potential significant
impacts for the proposed project, and the level of significance of eoch impact ofier implementation of

proposed miligation measures, !

Gianh ile Redevelopment Project ES-2 December 13, 2004
Drait Fiogram EIR
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Executive Summary

Significant, Mitigable Impacts

implementation of ihe proposed Redevelopment Project wil resuit in significant impacts as aresult of futue
redevelopment aclivities that will occur within the Project Area. Significant impacts have been identified

io ihe following environmental issue areas:

. Air Quaiity {Short-term Construction)
. Noise

. Culiural Resources

. Biclogical Resources

. Geology/Soils

. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
. Paleontological Resources
4 Aesthetics
. yoder Qualily Hydrology
A 7 f/“'(,f (e Copgis 7o

. Public Services . é@
# Cormtordyed Freo ,»?
Imptementation of proposed Mitigation Measures idéniified in this Program EIR will reduce the impacti io

ihese resource areas 1o a level less than significant.

Significant, Unavoidable Impacts

Easedt on the data and conciusions of this Program EIR, the Redevelopment Agency finds that the project

wilt result in significant unavoidable impacts 1o the following resources areas:
. Transportation/Circulation

- Air Quality {Long-teiin Mobile Emissions)

v /9'//a-a > wtk»W
Implementation of proposed Miligation Measures will reduce ihe potential impaci to these resources io Ihe
extent feasible; however, the impact will remain significont and unavoidable. These impacis are not a
resull of implementation of ihe Redevelopment Froject in and of ifself, rather they are a resuli of igreccsted
growih in the region, which will occur both inside and outside of the Project Area. If the Redevelopmén-i
Agené7 chooses fo approve the Granivile Redevelopment Project. it must adopt o “Statemeni of
Overriding Considerations” pursuant io Sections 15093 and 15126{b) of the CEQA Cuidelines. T

Giontvilie Redevelopment Project ES-4 December 13. 2004

Dralft Program EIR
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Chapter 3 - Project Description

investments, providing incentives for private investments, and assembling properties suitable for new
development at current standards. To fund the improvements needed to revitalize, rehabilitate, and
aitract private developmeni fo the Granivile Redevelopment Project Area. the Agency will ulilize tax

inciement financing.

3.4.1 Redevelopment Project Objectives
specific objectives for he Granivile Redevelopment Project include:

i, Eliminate and prevent the spread of blight and deterioration, and redevelop the proposed
redevelopment Project Area in accordance with ihe Cily of San Diego Progress Guide and General
Plan, applicable community plans, the Proposed Redevelopmeni Plan, and local codes and

ordinances:

2. Enhance economic growth within the Redeveiopment Project Area by conlinuing ongoing efforls to

revitalize industiial and commercial areas;

3 improve the flow of traffic within the Redevelopment Project Area and otherwise enhance the
quality of pedestian and vehicular mobility, and improve transportation facilities, which suppori the

vitality, safety, and viability of ihe Redevelopment Project Areq;

4. Alleviate the shortage of parking while avoiding negative impacts on residential neighborhoods
resulling from the oversupply of parking by implementing a coordinated and comprehensive plan for
ihe proportional diskibution and proper configuration of parking spaces and facilities:

5. Expand employment opporlunities within the Redevelopment Project Ared by encouraging the
development of manufaciuring enterprises and improving accessibiity of employment centers wilhin

and outside the Redevelopment Project Area;

6. Improve public infrastruciure ond undertcke other public improvements in, and of benefit to, the
Redeveloprnent Project Areq, such os undergrounding electrical distiibution fines and felephone
lines along maijor sireets, widening, reducing or otherwise modifying existing roadways or crealing
additional sireets for proper pedesirion and/or vehicular circulation;

7. Expand recreational opporlunities within the Project Area:

8. Cregte an atiraclive and pleasani environment within ihe Redevelopment Area.
9. oa & s S lorp 5/1 2

3.4.2 Projects and Programs

3.4.2.1 Economic Development Programs

Economic development programs are needed io improve the Redevelopment Project Area's economic
base. These programs wouid facilifate ihe revilclization of blighted properties by using redevelopment
tools. Agency staff will pursue reuse, redevelopment, and revitdlizaiion of nonconforming, vacant, or
underulilized properties through maiketing of the area ond encouragement of private secior invesiment.

Potential projects include, but are not limifed to:

Gronlville Redevelopment Project 310 Decembper 13, 2004
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Chapter 3 - Project Description

. Assist with rehaobilitation of industrial und commercial buildings throughout the Redevelopment

Project Area;

. Assist in the developiment of commercial nodes along Mission Gorge Road including rrjzgg-use
projects;

. Assist in the development of additionol borking opporiunities throughout the Redevelopment Project
Areq;

. Assist in the development of light industriol and manufacturing parks; ond

. Assistin assembling land for new development.

Economic development initiatives inciude implementation of an industrial and commercial rehabilitation
program. This program would provide assistance in the form of grants and/or low interest loans ic eligible
Redevelopment Project Area businesses 1o encourage and assist in modernizing and improving indusirial
and commercial structures.  The reinvesiment in the business communily would include fagade
improvernents, rehabilitalion of deteriorated buildings, hazardous rmaterials disposal and signage

upgiades.

Furihermore, the Agency proposes a proactive business expansion and refention progrom that woutd
encourage new businesses 1o locate wilhin the boundaries of the Redevelopment Project Areq, and assist
in the relention of exisling businesses. This invesiment in the business community moy include expanded
marketing of the area, improvemenis to business facilities fo meet modern market demands. and other

actions to deter sales fax leakage. . P
e LR ST

3.4.2.2 Low And Moderate income Housing Programs

As provide by CRL Seciion 33334.2{a), no less than 20 percent of all tax incrernent revenue allocated to the
Agency shall be used for ihe purpose of increasing. improving, or preserving the comimunity's supply of tow
and moderate income housing. Taken together, ihese foclors present a substantial chollenge for the
Agency, yel also provide on opporiunity to influence the communily by providing resources io maintain
the low and moderate housing stock and to assist residents with homeownership. In order o meet these

objectives, the Agency may develop new programs for property owners such as:

. first-Time Home Buyer Program - Develop a training program for first time homebuyers fo educate
them about saving for, financing und caring for a home. Another facet of the program could offer
“silent second” mortgages to homebuyers that are very low or low income according to HUD
guidelines. Both the realty and backing communities would be key parficipants in this program.

. Rehab Loan Program for Singte-Family Owner-Occupants — This program would be cifered o exisling
hormeowners and provide granis, low-interest rate ioans for property improvement or additions. This
would assure residents live in safe ond sanilary housing and alleviate overcrowded conditions by

consiructing additional bedrooms as needed.

. Multi-Family Rehabilitation Program - Offer low interest rate loans to rehab units occupied

predominantly by very low, low and moderate income residents. This would assure that owners are

Gianlville Redevelopmenl Project 3-11 December 13. 2004
Progrom Diofl EIR
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Chapler 3 - Project Description (ATTACH.)
3.6.1.4 San Diego River Revitalization
. Continue the ongoing process to complete the Son Diego River Masler Plan.
. Ensure that future development along the San Diego River is designed to minimize impacts fo this
, sensilive resource. C\
St vd -
o A /l/ p(&ﬁ@ r,ug;/(
3.6.1.5 Economic Restructuring and Reinvestment Goals i
. To enhance Graniville's commercial coridors as neighborhood and community orienied shopping
and employmenti centers.
. To improve accessibility of employment centers within and outside the cormmunity.
3.6.1.6 Utilities
. Undergrounding of eleciricai distribution lines and telephone lines along major sireels is jointly

financed by the City and San Diego Gas and Electic (SDG&E). Priorities for undergrounding are

recommends confinuation of the undergrounding of overhead lines, and recommends i

uuideliﬁes be est s'hed for the Iimély removal of ulility poles once underground facilities are in

place.
3.6.1.7 Parking
. As a result of historical development patiemns, changed demographics and current parking needs,

ihe Grantville cornmunity faces problems with the quantity. location ond safely of it's existing parking

supply. Many of the older, predominately commercial and industrici areas were developed with

parking standards that were appropriate for the eaily tweniieth-ceniury, but do not meet current

demands. Furthermore, the existing parking supply of many projecis is found to have inadequate 1
configuration far its location and is unsuited to the needs of current businesses.

3.6.2 The Tierrasania Community Plan

Approxiinately 130 acres of sand and gravel operations fall under ihe jurisdiction of the Tierrasania
Community Plan, which was adopted in 1982. The sand and gravel processing area is isolated from the
Tierrasanta community at its southeastern corner and has been designaled as open space by ihe {

Tierrasania Community Plan.

3.6.2.1 Open Space l
. Upon iermination of the sand and gravel operations, the excavated area should be rehabilitioted
and a pathway fo Mission Trails be provided. Any other use of the properly beyond open space uses I

will require an omendment to the plon.

. Designated open space areas which are not 1o be acquired by the City should be allowed 1o apply I
the adjacent residentiial density for development purposes.

Giunlville Redevelopmen Project 314 December 13, 2004
Program Drali EIR
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Reviewing Agencies Checklist
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Form A, continued

_____Resources Agency
____ Boating & Waterways
_____Coastal Commission
___ Coastal Conservancy
____Colorado River Board
_ - TConservation

. \~Fish & Game

_____Foresiry & Fire Protection
_____ Office of Historic Preservation
___Parks & Recreation

____ Reclamation Board
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‘Water Resources (DWR)

Business, Transportation & Housing
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____California Highway Patrol
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Signature

KEY h
S = Document sent by lead agency ¥
X = Document sent by SCH

/ = Suggested distribution

Environmental Protection Agency
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_ ¥~ California Waste Management Board
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|

|
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|

|
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|

|
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For SCH Use Only:
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CLA4

CLAS

CLA6

CLAT

CLAS

Page 1 of 2

Tracy Reed - Grantville Draft EIR

From: "Charles Little" <lchuck @sprynet.com>
To: <treed @sandiego.gov>

Date: 1/24/2005 4:01:09 PM

Subject: Grantville Draft EIR

Mr. Tracy Reed
Re: Draft Grantville Environmental Impact Report

As | read the EIR | see no way the redevelopment plan as envisioned would meet
the stated goals for Grantville.
As outlined in the Draft Grantville Redevelopment plan.

improve Public Infrastructure and undertake other public Improvements.
Seems as though those are the responsibility of government to take care of from t
tax dollars we pay on a yearly basis.

# 4 Improve the flow of traffic , relieve congestion.

The EIR as | read it indicates that the redevelopment will NOT accomplish this.
As | look at the stated time it takes to go thru the traffic light at the intersection at
Fairmount and Mission Gorge road.

| find those numbers unrealistic and they would not improve with the so called
redevelopment.

# 6 Establishing a Business Improvement District and/or Maintenance Assessmer
District.
Does the above mean we get no services from our tax money???

We need a updated Grantville plan so the existing owners can meet the demands
the community.

So far the additions to the Grantville area has increased traffic with no help to
improve the traffic flow.
| speak of the Honda facility Sav-on and Home Depot.

| am not against upgrading our area, but we should do it without creating more of
traffic nightmare.

Eminent should not be a tool of this plan.
As you all know Eminent Domain was not to be used to take property owners
property for the use of some third party.

file://C:\Documents %20and %20Settings\twr\Local %20Settings\Temp\GW }00001. HTM 1/24/2005
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM CHARLES LITTLE, DATED JANUARY 24,
2005

Response to Commeni CLAT:

Comment noted. The EIR provides a conservative analysis with respect to traffic
impacts, as only those improvements currently shown in the adopted Navajo
Community plan are evaluated. This does not preclude the ability of the agency to
implement currently undefined improvements within the Project Area in order o meet
the goals of the redevelopment plan. Additional, specific traffic improvements will be
identified as specific redevelopment projects are proposed and evaluated. See also
responses fo comments DOT3 and DRS17.

Response to Comment CLA2:
Comment noted.

Response fo Comment CLA3:

Appropriate mitigation at each impacted location will be looked al on a project-by-
project basis (see responses fo comments DOT3 and DRS17). Individual development
will be required to evaluate environmental impacts and implement appropriate
mitigation where necessary. Fairmont Avenue (Mission Gorge Road) is planned as a
six-lane maijor sireet.

in accordance with City of San Diego intersection capacity methodology, the delay
reported for signalized intersections is average delay for all vehicles entering the
intersection.

Response to Comment CLA4:
The Business Improvement District (BID) has been removed from the proposed
Grantville Draft Redevelopment Plan.

Response to Comment CLAS:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment CLAS:

Recent developments, such as those referenced by the commentor and including the
Honda facility, Sav-on and Home Depot are currently allowed by right within the
Project Area. The adoption of a redevelopment project area would provide the ability
to implement additional traffic improvements through tax increment.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM CHARLES LITTLE, DATED JANUARY 24,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment CLA7:
Comment noted. It should be noted that the EIR evaluates future growth of the
Project Area according to existing community plan land use designations.

Response to Comument CLAS:

The Grantville redevelopment plan as currently drafted proposes the inclusion of
eminent domain authority (see Section 410 of the Redevelopment plan). Eminent
domain continues to be the subject of public review and review by the GRAC. The
GRAC has modified the language to require specific findings that would need to be
made to use eminent domain in the Project Area. The City of San Diego will ultimately
be the authority as to whether eminent domain authority will be included in the
redevelopment project area.
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CLA9 And io increase the tax base of the area. RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM CHARLES LITTLE, DATED JANUARY 24,
. 2005 (cont.d)
Charles Little
P.O. Box 600190 0190
- Response to Comment CLAY:
San Diego, CA 92160-0190 See response to comment CL-A8.
lchuck @ sprynet.com

file://C:\Documents%20and %20Settings\twr\Local %20Settings\Temp\GW }00001.HTM 1/24/2005
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Mr. Tracy Reed February 1, 2005
Redevelopment Agency
600 B Street, Fourth Floor, MS 904

San Diego, CA 92101-4506

SUBJECT: Personal Comments
Program Environmental Impact Report Draft
Grantville Redevelopment Project, Yolume 1, Dec. 13, 2004
San Diego, CA

Dear Mr. Reed:

Below we have itemized our concermns regarding the following items.
A.  Executive Summary — Significant, Unavoidable Impacts

“Based upon the data and conclusions of this Prpgram EIR the _
Redevelopment Agency finds that the project will resuit in significant
unavoidable impacts to the following resources area.

1. Transportation/Circulation o .
2. Air Quality (Long-term Mobile Emissions)

Please refer to Page 4.2-9, Table 4.2-4, regarding TRIP GENERATION for
the proposed project. The proposed Redevelopment Project projects an
increase of 31,606 Daily Trips. Please refer to Page 4,2—20' fo_r ngmﬁfzance
of Impact. There are six roadway segments, and there are six intersections
that will be adversely impacted.

The above data certainly shows how this development will add to a existing
very serious traffic problem in the Navajo Community Plan area.

The mitigation measurcs on Table S-1. Page ES—§, not only come up short in
the view of those of us who travel these roads daily, the measures wa only
add to the existing travel gridlock along Mission Gorge‘ Road_ and Fairmount
Avenue. Please also note that there is no mention of mitagation measwes
for Fairmount Avenue. Problems exist today on Fairmount at the Traffic
Light at Mission Gorge Road. This traffic problem is exacerbated by

RTC-90

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM CHARLES LITTLE, DATED JANUARY 24,
2005

Response fo Comment CLB1:

The commentor restates data and analysis as provided in the EIR. It should be noted
that the trip generation estimate of 31,066 trips is estimated for the life of the project,
which may occur over an approximate 25-30 year period. The EIR identifies that
significant traffic conditions and deficiencies exist in the Project Area and are not likely
to improve, even with the implementation of traffic improvements as currently
identified in the adopted Navajo Community Plan. |t is evident that additional
improvements will be required in order to improve traffic in the area. Please also refer
to responses to comments DOT3 and DRS17.

Response to Commenti CLB2:

Please refer to response to comment CL-B1. The commentor idenfifies other traffic
deficiencies within the Project Area that could be addressed through redevelopment
activities. For example, as referenced by the commentor, the traffic problem on
Fairmount af the traffic light at Mission Gorge Road is exacerbated by loading and
unloading of car transporters. Also, the design of the infersection does not meet the
needs of current traffic. Circulation improvements, as those suggested by the
commentor can be incorporated into redevelopment activities and should continue
to be suggested to the Agency and City who will make decisions and prioritize
improvements within the Project Area. Specific circulation improvements are
identified in the proposed Five-Year Implementation Plan including Mission Gorge
Road traffic improvements and interstate 8 inferchange at Alvarado Canyon Road.
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the unloading and loading from Car Transporters. The design of this
intersection does not meet the needs of current traffic.

The following is the amount of time it took the undersigned to ravel
southbound on Fairmount Ave., on to Mission Gorge Road, at 11:45am,
February 4, 2005. Weather clear.

From a dead stop, waiting for 10 cars, and an undetermined number of

light cycles, it took us three minutes and 31 seconds to arrive at the white
line at the entry of the intersection. Additionally, it took us another one
minute and 30 seconds stopped at the red light, before we could turn right
and go south onto Mission Gorge Road through the green light. No right
tumns are permitted on a red light. The total elapsed time to make a right turn
on to Mission Gorge Road was five minutes. The important thing to note
that the above time trial was done at Off Peak Time.

Please refer to Page 4.2-3, Table 4.2-2, of the Program Environmental
Impact Report, that states “Existing Peak Hour Intersection Conditions™.
Item No.11 (Fairmount Ave & Mission Gorge Road) only indicates a
Average Intersection Delay at AM PEAK HOUR of 15.8 seconds. A
Average Intersection Delay of 19.2 seconds is for PM PEAK HOUR.

We question the validity of the above times listed under “Existing Peak
Hour Intersection Conditions”

Regarding Air Quality (Long Term Mobile Emissions), we ask you to refer
to Page 4.3-11, Table 4.3-5. Four out five of listed pollutants exceeds
significance Threshholds.

Page 4.3-12, Table 4.3-6
Four out of five listed pollutants exceeds significance Threshholds.

Page 4.3-13, Table 4.3-7; Poorly Operating Intersections.
Five out of the listed six intersections show a “Level of Service” of “F”.
One intersection is listed as “E”.

Quoting from 4.3.3.4, CO Hotspots
“Vehicles idling at these intersections could create CO hot spots which may
impact sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the wntersections.”

RTC-9

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM CHARLES LITTLE, DATED JANUARY 24,
2005 (cont.d)

Response {o Comment CLB3:

Comment noted. This information confirms what is already stated in the EIR, that traffic
and circulation impacts are, and will continue to remain significant even with the
implementation of improvements as currently identified in the adopted Navajo
Community Plan. Please also refer to response fo comment CLAS.

Response loe Comment CLB4:
Please refer to response to comment CLA4.

Response to Comment CLBS:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment ClBé:
Comment noted.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM CHARLES LITTLE, DATED JANUARY 24,
2005 (cont.d)

Our final concern regarding the approval of this project is summarized on

Page ES-4: Response to Comment CLB7:

“If the Redevelopment Agency chooses to approve the Grantville Comment noted. Pursuant to Sections 15093 and 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines,
CLB7 Redevelopment Project, it must adopt a STATEMENT OF OVERIDING “CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the

CONSIDERATIONS pursuant to Sections 15093 and 15126(b) of the economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project against

CEQA Guidelines.” its unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to approve a project.”

In so doing, the City must adopt a statement of overriding considerations for the
proposed redevelopment project as significant unavoidable impacts 1o

Recause of aforementioned concerns, we feel that the proposed project - : .
traffic/circulation and air quality have been identified.

should not go forward.

Response to Comment CLBS:
Comment nofed.

Respectfully submitted,
CcLBS

Charles Little

PO Box 6000190

San Diego, CA 92160-0190

(lchuck{@sprynet.com)

Alfred Venton

6371 Murray Park Court
San Diego, CA 92119-2930
(email venton@cox.net)

(1) addressee by fax
(1) Councilman Jim Madaffer
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February 8, 2006

Tracy Reed
Redevelopment Agency
600 B Street, Suite 400
San Diego, CA 92101

RE: Grantville Redevelopment Project Drafi EIR
Mr. Reed,

The following are some of my comments and/or concerns regarding the Draft EIR
pertaining to the Proposed Grantville Redevelopment Project.

TRAFFIC

Traffic is the major concern of the GRAC, business owners in the proposed area and
residents in the surrounding area. The EIR indicates that traffic will increase, mitigation
measures will be taken and the impact after traffic mitigation will still be significant and
unavoidable. If the EIR projections on traffic increases are correct, and many believe the
numbers will be worse because ultimately the City will use this project to increase
residential density, this proposed redevelopment area creates a even bigger traffic
problem than the area has currently. All you have to do is take a look at the traffic
problems in Mission Valley where major development (both commercial and residential)
has been permitted to see what will happen to Grantville. Why would the City Council
go forward with a project that does not solve (or at least improve) the major problem in
the area? If the project does go forward what assurances do those inside the project area
and those surrounding it have that traffic mitigation measures will be the first project
undertaken?

I would also like to see a more detailed plan on how increased transportation/circulation
within the project area will impact the areas outside of the project area. If the problems
with the I8 interchange at the Fairmount/Mission Gorge area are not resolved, many cars
will be looking for alternative routes through residential areas. You stated in a recent
GRAC meeting that the anticipated cost of work at I8 would be extremely costly. When
will it be known if this work will be done?

CHAPTER 8 ~ ALTERNATIVES

Section 8.3 describes the “General Plan Opportunity Areas Map Concept” that basically
says the alternative would implement the conceptual land use patterns identified in the
City of San Diego General Plan (City of Villages). The plan would increase commercial,
industrial, single and multi-family residential units and reduce institutional, religious,
hospital development and commercial recreation areas. The conclusion is that this is
environmentally similar to and would meet most of the basic objectives of the proposed
project. About two years ago the Allied Gardens Community made it very clear to our
elected representative that they did not want the “City of Villages” concept in their
neighborhood. Why would this now be included as an altemative?

RTC-93

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LYNN MURRAY, DATED FEBRUARY 8,
2005

Response to Comment LM1:
Please refer to responses to comments DOT3, DRS17, and CLB2.

Response to Comment LM2:

The traffic analysis does include an analysis of roadway segments and intersections
outside of the project area, and in same cases infersections were included in the
Project Area so as to altow the City more ability o correct existing deficiencies. A
specific example is the inclusion of the I-8/Fairmount/Mission Gorge inferchange in the
redevelopment project area. It is currently not known when interchange
improvements will be initiated for this interchange; however, it is a well recognized,
and documented traffic deficiency. The EIR traffic analysis further documents this
existing deficiency and anticipates the deficiency will continue fo exceed acceptable
LOS standards in the future. No specific improvements were assumed in the traffic
analysis as the currently adopted Navajo Community Plan does not identify
improvements to this area, and any future improvements will require Caltrans
involvement and further analysis and documentation pursuant to CEQA and the
National Environmental Policy Act. Please also refer to responses to comments DOT3
and DRS17.

Response to Comment LM3:

The EIR does not conclude that the General Plan Opportunity Areas Alternative is
similar fo the proposed project. In fact, the EIR states that the General Plan
Opportunity Areas Alternative is NOT environmentally superior to the proposed project
and identifies greater impacts to transportation/circulation, air quality, noise,
population/housing, and public services that would result with this aliernative than
would occur under the proposed project {existing community plan land uses).

This aiternative was originally included in the EIR analysis as one of several aiternatives
evaluated in the EIR that would have the potential to reduce one, or any combination
of several environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. However,
further evaluation of the alternative as part of the EIR process found the contrary.
Additionally, this alternative was including in the alternatives evaluation as it generally
represents recently adopted City policy as conceptualized in the General Plan
Opportunity Areas Map, which is an adopted component of the City's General Plan.
Any further consideration of this conceptual land use pattern by the City would require
a community plan update and would undergo its own environmental review process
in accordance with CEQA.



LM4

LM5

LM6

LM7

Section 8.4 describes the “Transit-Oriented Development Principals Alternative” that is
considered environmentally superior to the proposed project and meets most of the basic
objectives of the proposed project. This alternative would add 2500 dwelling units in the
proposed area. We keep being told that the proposed redevelopment is not an attempt to
put in more housing yet this alternative is specifically for that purpose. Again, it seems to
be the “City of Villages” concept that the community has indicated they do not want.
Were these alternatives chosen by the outside consultants who prepared this report or
were they based on input from City staff?

APPENDIX A

Letter submitted by Jeryl W. Cordell, CDR, USN (Ret.) includes a 1999 letter pertaining
to development at Admiral Baker Field. While this area is not in the current proposed
redevelopment area, it cites various problems that relate to the whole Mission Gorge
Valley. Flooding, hazardous material, noise, traffic, air quality and the resulting
cumulative effects were some of the issues listed. These issues were cited as having
significant impact; with recommended mitigation being that individual development
projects submit appropriate studies and reports that shall be reviewed by the Agency and
the City. Significance of Impact after mitigation was considered less than significant.

I don’t understand how issues as serious as some of these appear can be evaluated and
considered less than significant when you do not even know at this point what “projects”
will be proposed for the area. How can you evaluate cumulative effects if each project
will be reviewed on an individual basis?

An additional letter from the United State Marine Corps expressed concerns that the
project area will be affected by military operation of aircraft from Miramar. How would
potential occupants of this area be notified of this situation?

Thank you,

Lynn Murray
6549 Carthage Street
San Diego, CA 92120
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LYNN MURRAY, DATED FEBRUARY 8,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment LM4:

The primary objective in evaluating alternatives in the EIR is fo find alternatives to the
proposed project (in the case the existing adopted community plan) that have the
potential to reduce the potentially significant impacts associated with the proposed
project. Because transportation/circulation and air quality impacts were found to be
significant an unavoidable, the TOD alternative was evaluated. TOD concepts are
widely recognized and accepted by planning agencies, including the City of San
Diego, SANDAG (refer to responses to comments SNDG1-4), and the San Diego Air
Pollution Control District, as well as humerous national planning organizations as a
mechanism to improve quality of life, livable communities, reduce local and regional
traffic and benefit air quality as they encourage livable, walkable, community
concepts, and emphasize the use of public transit systems, such as the Grantvilie
trolley station located in the Project Area.

Response to Comment LM5:

The Program EIR, in fact, provides an evaluation of cumulative impacts as it analyzes
the whole of the project based on the development potential according to existing
adopted community plan designations. The Program EIR includes, among other
environmental topics, a comprehensive evaluation of potential traffic and air quality
impacts in the Project Areq, in which case no feasible mitigation measures have been
identified at this fime that would reduce the impacts to a level less than significant
(i.e., below significance thresholds). With respect to the remaining issues identified by
the commentor, specific mitigation measures have been identified in the ER that will
ensure that the impacts to these environmental issue areas would be reduced o a
level less than significant.

Additionally, individual projects will also need to be evaluated pursuant to the
provisions of CEQA, which includes the consideration of cumulative effects. By
disclosing these cumulative impacts at this level of analysis, the Agency understands
that traffic improvements are needed to be conducted on a comprehensive basis,
and can begin to prioritize improvements within the Project Area based on this
information.

Response fo Comment LMé:

With the exception of two areas, the majority of the Project Area does not aliow
residential uses. Any future development proposal within the Project Area that
includes residential uses would require a community plan amendment, and
nofification disclosure as required by law.

Response to Comment LM7:
Comment noted.
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February 2, 2005

Tracy Reed

Redevelopment Agency

600 B Street, Suite 400, MS904
San Diego, CA 92101

Re: Grantville Redevelopment
Dear Mr. Reed,

The following are some of the concerns I have regarding the proposed redevelopment for the
Grantville/Allied Gardens area. 1 understand my concerns will be incorporated and answered in
your proposal process. If this is not correct, please let me know and advise me on the proper
channels to have my issues addressed.

1. Our beautiful City is in a mess (i.e. pension fund, zoning enforcements, traffic lights not
timed correctly, pot holes, etc., etc.,); shouldn’t we hold off taking on more of a financial
burden uatil some of our current issues are resolved?

2. What assurance do we have that City employees can handle this job competently?

According to Donna Frye, the information regarding police and fire protection may be

inaccurate in the proposal. Who is verifying the data?

Who is behind the push for this project? Fenton?

Will the air quality be impacted by the proposal? To what specific degree?

How much, specifically, will traffic be increased?

How will increased traffic impact crime in this area?

Have the owners of the small businesses in the impacted area been notified in writing? I

understand perhaps the owners of the property may have been notified but the renters

who own the businesses have not. This is there livelihood!

9. Why are property owners, i.c. Albertson’s Shopping Center, not being held responsible
for the upkeep of the property rather than the City?

10. Has this area been neglected so that it will become “blight™?

11. Why haven’t zoning laws been enforced in this area?

12. I understand i this proposal is approved, funds will be diverted from schools. Is this
correct?

13. 1 live on Carthage Street, what is the specific impact to my home?

W

oL

As well as including my questions in the proposal [ would appreciate a reply to my letter.

Thank you.

e T

.
‘__~Jennifer Nickles
6591 Carthage Street
San Diego, CA 92120
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM JENNIFER NICKLES, DATED FEBRUARY
2, 2005

Response o Comment JN1:

The implementation of the Grantville Redevelopment Project Area would increase
revenues that could be expended on improvements within, and benefiting the Project
Areaq.

Response to Comment IN2:
Comment nofed.

Response to Comment JN3:
Please refer to response 1o comment DF1.

Response o Comment JN4:
The City of Planning Commission initiated the Grantville Redevelopment Adoption
process by adoption of Resolution No. 3550-PC on August 5, 2004.

Response fo Comment JN5:
Please refer to Section 4.3 Air Quality of the Program EIR for a detailed discussion of
potential air quality impacts associated with the proposed project.

Response fo Comment JNb:

Please refer to Section 4.2 Transportation/Circulation for a detailed discussion of
potential traffic/circulation impacts associated with the proposed project.
Development of the Project Area, according to the existing adopted community plan
designations, is estimated to generate a net increase of approximately 31,606
vehicular trips over the implementation of the project (an approximately 25-30 year
fimeframe).

Response to Comment IN7:

The increase in traffic does not necessarily correspond to increases in crime. The
Project Area currently experiences higher crime rate percentages than occur in other
portions of the community.

» The Project Area generally has 37% higher crime rates per one thousand
population than San Diego County.

» The Project Area generally has 16% higher crime rates per one thousand
population than City of San Diego.

= There is a significant homeless population in the Project Area. 162 people were
arrested along the San Diego River during a 4-week sweep period in the summer
of 2004.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM JENNIFER NICKLES, DATED FEBRUARY
2, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment JN8:

in addition to the CEQA and Redevelopment Plan adoption process noticing
requirements, the Grantville Redevelopment newsletter was mailed to over 1,500
property and business owners and interested members of the public in August 2004.
The Grantville internet website has been active since January 2004 and has had a
minimum of 100 visitors per month since it has been available.

Response to Comment JN9:
Neighborhood Compliance addresses code violations. Please refer to response to
comment JN11.

Response to Comment JN10:

Blighting conditions are caused by a variety of factors, including lack of incentive by
property and business owners to invest in improvements and enhancements to the
physicat conditions of the properties.

Response fo Comment IN11:

Many of the properties within the Project Area are considered non-conforming uses
and/or were constructed prior to current zoning confrols and development standards
were in place. Because there is litfle investment incentive in the Project Area at this
time, these properties can not legally be brought into conforming with current zoning
standards until that time the property is sold and/or converted to another use.

Response o Comment JN12:
Please refer to response to comment H318,

Response to Comment IJN13:
Existing residential uses are not included within the Redevelopment Project Area.

Response fo Comment JN14:
Comment noted.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY

14, 2005
Holly Simonette
4838 Elsa Road Response to Comment HSA1:
San Diego, CA 92120-4211 Comment noted. Please refer to responses to comments HS-A2 through HS-A32,

(619) 501-7414

Response to Comment HSA2:

Comment noted. The individual quoted in the newspaper is affiliated with San Diego
February 14, 2005 Stafe University and is not affiliated with the City of San Diego. No specific

development proposal has been proposed, or has been applied for in the Project

Area as referenced by the commentor. Should such project be considered in the

future, a community pian amendment, rezone and other actions would be required,

Mr. Tracy Reed and would be subject to review in accordance with CEQA.

Project Manager

Grantville Redevelopment Project
Economic Deveiopment Division

600 B Street, Fourth Floor (MS-804)
San Diego, CA 92101-4506

RE: Comments regarding the Draft Program Environmental Impact Repaort for the
Grantville Redevelopment Project

Dear Mr. Reed:

‘ollowing are my comments regarding the Draft Program Environmental impact Report
for the Grantville Redevelopment Project. | have also included a written copy of my

HSA1 comments at the Noticed Public Hearing of the Redevelopment Agency, Community and
Economic Development on January 25, 2005.

Section 2.2.12 - Population/Housing: While it is true that the proposed Redevelopment
Project Area encompasses primarily non-residential uses, recent statements by Tony
Fulton, Executive Director of Development for San Diego State University suggest that
he has already been involved in conversations with developers regarding putting
student housing in the Grantville area. A recent article by Steve Laub, President of the
College Area Community Council, also suggests that high—density residential uses are
praposed in the Project Area:

The City Redevelopment Agency is starting the process of a Grantville

HSA2 redevelopment project. Good news for them, but maybe better news for
us because Grantville has the positive distinction of being one trolley stop
away from the heart of SDSU. The large number of students driving io
and from SDSU causes a lot of congestion on our arterials... Grantville
redevelopment offers the opportunity for much more housing virtually on
the doorstep of SDSU. An affordable housing component next to the
trolley theere {sic] would allow students to roll out of bed and onto a train
that drops them off in the heart of Aztecland. Our Mayor and Council are
advocates of smart growth along major transit corridors.
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Mr. Tracy Reed Re: Comments regarding the Draft Frogram
February 14, 2005 Environmental Impact Report for the
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These statements are reminiscent of the City of Villages concept that the Grantville
community successfully fought several years ago. Additionally, the 12-acre property at
the corner of Mission Gorge and Twain is being proposed as a mixed—use residential-
commercial area with more than 500 units. Please address specific projects that are
currently in the planning stages, or outstanding permit requests. within for the
Grantville area within the proposed Redevelopment Project Area. Flease incorporate all
of these preojects into the findings for the Program Draft EIR,

Section 2.2.13 ~ Public Services: Please address the needs for police and fire
protection in the Grantville Redevelopment Project area with the additional traffic,
residences, commercial, and industrial uses in the area. Please address how local
public safety officials will be able to serve the area with the increased traffic as
identified in Section 4.2.

Section 3.4.2.1 - Economic Development Programs: It would seem that eminent domain
proceedings against land owners and small businesses would be necessary in arder for
the Redevelopment Agency to “assist in assembling land for new development,” Please
address how eminent domain proceedings (as allowed under CCRL (Health and Safety
Code Section 33000 et seq.) would be used by the Agency to successfully implement its
plans. Additionally, please address alternatives to eminent domain proceedings that
may be used in the area. Please explain why these alternatives could not be used to
immediately address the conditions along the Mission Gorge corridor without declaring
Grantville 2 Redevelopment Project Area.

Section 3.6 — Relation to Existing Community Plans: Please address why many, if not
all, of the proposals noted in the Draft EIR cannot be completed under the existing
comununity plans, through programs such as declaring Grantville a Business
Improvement District,

Section 3.6.2.1 -~ The Tierrasanta Community Plan notes that upon termination of the
sand and gravel operations on Mission Gorge, the area should be rehabilitated.
Reclamation in the southern region of the quarry is already taking place. Additionally,
Councilmember Jim Madaffer noted in his January 21, 2005 Mission Times Courier
column, “Straight From Jim,” that “the long—term transformation is to change what is a
rock quarry and light industrial area into a bio-tech and high—tech production area.
Please investigate and address any and all permit applications, plans submitted to the
City's Development Services agency for even numbered addresses from 7188 to 7500
Mission Gorge Road. Please incorporate these proposals into the Draft EIR for the
Grantville Redevelopment Project. Please investigate and address the PID that Superior
Ready Mix submitted, and subsequently put on hold. for its quarry property. Please
investigate and address Councilmember Madaffer's comments regarding the area and
incorporate these long—term plans, including the impact on the region (including nearby
residential areas) into the Draft EIR,
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETIE, DATED FEBRUARY
14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response fo Comment HSA3:

Currently, no formal application has been submitted to the Agency or City of San
Diego therefore the specific characteristics of any such project, if in fact proposed in
the future, are not known at this time and could not be evaluated. Projects of the
nature as referenced by the commentor would necessitate a community plan
amendment. Because the Redevelopment Plan must be consistent with the
community plan, the project was evaluated in the contexi of the currently adopted
community plan land uses within the Project Area.

Response to Comment HSA4:
Please refer to response to comment DFI.

Response to Comment HSAS:

The Agency has no current plans for acquiring any property in the Project Area:;
however, the Redevelopment Plan gives the Agency the authority to acquire
property, including the use of eminent domain if certain criteria area met. The
Agency will adopt Owner Parficipation Rules [currently under review by the Grantville
Redevelopment Advisory Committee) that provide preferences to existing property
owners and businesses to participate in the redevelopment implementation process.
The private marketplace has and will continue fo have the option of consolidating
properties for new development without participation by the Agency. Such private
market activity is preferred and will be encouraged. However, private enterprise has
not been successful in the past in redeveloping the entire Project Area and it is for this
reason that the tools of redevelopment are being sought.

Response to Comment HSAS:

Specifically, existing business owners in the Project Area have not shown an interest in
forming a Business Improvement District (BID). The formation of a BID involves a “self-
tax” on participating businesses, the funds of which would be used for improvement
programs. Reference to the BID has been specifically removed from the Draft
Redevelopment Plan; however, adoption of the redevelopment plan would also not
preclude the formation of a BID by businesses in the Project Area in the future.

CDRG funds can be used to set-up the formation and analysis of a BID {if the area
qudlifies for CDBG funds); however, given the nature of certain regional improvements
needed for the Project Area, the cost is likely excessive in terms of creating a
successful BID that would significantly improve the Project Area.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY
14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment HSA7:

Please refer to response to comment HSA3. The land use activities referenced by the
commentor would require a community plan amendment, rezone and other related
actions, including subsequent environmental review pursuant to CEQA. No
application has been submitted regarding these projects and the details and
characteristics are not known, therefore detailed environmental evaluation is not
possible at this time.
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Mr. Tracy Reed Re: Comments regarding the Dratt Program
February 14, 20056 Environmental Impact Report for the
Page 3 Grantville Redevelopment Project

Section 3.7.1 - Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego! Recent news stories
indicate that the City is unable (or unwilling) to issue bonds for redevelopment projects
in other areas, most notably the NTC project. Please address how the Agency would
undertake the “sale of tax increment bonds” for the Grantville Redevelopment Project.
Additionally, please address how the Agency would acquire and dispose of property,
and why it would be necessary to construct or rehab replacement housing (when no
residential units are currently included in the Redevelapment Project area).

Section 4.1.1.1.B — Land Use - Existing Conditions — Surrounding Land Uses - Please
address how the projects praposed in the Redevelopment Project area, specifically
increases in traffic congestion, air quality, and noise, would affect the surrounding land
uses (i.e., residential communities next to or in—between Subareas A, B, and C.

" Section 4.1.3.1 - Development potential: This section notes that the primary goals of

the Redevelopment Project include’ improve the quality of life, eliminate physical and
economic blighting conditions, and improve traffic flows. Please specifically address
how this will be accomplished. Please address how it will be accomplished withaut “an
amendment to the community plan land use designations,” and how the Agency will
accomplish these goals while being “consistent with the provisions of the community
plan in which the activity is located.”

Sections 4.1.4, 4.1.5, and 4.1.6 - Mitigation Measures and Conclusion: [ don't
understand how the Draft EIR can note that:
¢ “No significant land use impact is anticipated.
» “No mitigation measure is proposed, as no significant land use impact has been
identified.
o ‘“Implementation of the proposed project will not result in a significant land use
impact.”
These statements seem inconsistent with other areas of the Draft EIR and public
statements made by Councilmember Madaffer, Tony Fulton, and Steve Laub. Please
clarify and rectify.

Section 4.2 - Transportation/Circulation. SANDAG forecasts that in the year 2030,
even without the proposed Redevelopment Project, these roads and intersections will
conlinue (o operate at an unacceptable Level of Service. The Redevelopment Project
would add more than 31,000 cars along Mission Gorge and Friars Roads and other areas
of the project. The draft EIR states that the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans
wolld help reduce the cumulative traffic impact when implemented. However, the
"timing of these improvements is unknown, and the cumulatve Jmpact would remain
significant and unavoidable,”

" It appears from the Draft EIR that the widening of Mission Gorge Road to 6 lanes nortn

of Zion Avenue and between Fairmount Avenue and Interstate 8 would create more of a
pouleneck in these currently (and highly) congested areas. Additionally, these
improvements are already part of the current Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans,
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY
14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment HSAR:

The Agency may undertake the sale of bonds secured by tax increment at any fime
during the next 20 years. The sale will depend on the Agency’s wilingness to issue,
and finding a willing underwriter for the bonds. The Agency would acquire property
only after following the adopted procedures for seeking owner paricipation. Any
property purchased by the Agency would be disposed of in accordance with law that
may include negoftiated sale subject fo a public hearing. Replacement housing
would only be required if, at some point in fime, the Agency caused units of housing
for low and moderate income persons to be destroyed. This is unlikely because there
are no known housing units in the Project Area. However, given the 30-year life of the
Redevelopment Plan, it is important to have this provision included in the Plan.

Response to Comment HSA9:

The EIR provides a detailed analysis of traffic, air guality, and noise, which includes
areas both within the Project Area, and surrounding the Project Area. Please refer to
Sections 4.2 Transportation/Circulation, 4.3 Air Quality, and 4.4 Noise of the EIR.

Response to Comment HSA10:

The Agency will adopt a Five Year iImplementation Plan as part of the Redevelopment
Plan adoption activities. This implementation Plan identifies potential projects and
programs to be undertaken. The draft of the Implementation Plan recognizes the
potential for an amendment to the pertinent community plans.  Land use within the
Project Area will be controlled by the appropriate community plans as they exist or are
amended in the future, therefore, the Agency's activities will be consistent with the
provisions of the community plan in which the activity is located.

Response fo Comment HSA11:

The conclusion with respect to land use that no significant land use impact
anticipated is based on the fact that there are a variety of land use incompatibilities,
conflicting land uses, and incompatible uses within the Project Area that do not
comply with current City Municipal Code regulations. Any new development that
occurs within the Project Area would be required to conform with current land use
and zoning regulations including parking, setbacks, building heights, etc. Therefore no
land use compatibility impact is anticipated.

Response to Comment HSA12:
Comment noted.
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Mr. Tracy Reed Re: Comments regarding the Draft Program
February 14, 2005 Environmental Impact Report for the
Page 4 Grantville Redevelopment Project

«nd therefore it is not necessary to declare Grantville a Redevelopment Project area.
Please address why these improvements could not be made by working with Caltrans
=nd City Traffic Engineers at this time, and prior to the area being declared a Grantville
Redevelopment Project area. Also, please address the costs associated with this
\z'ealignment, with or without the Grantville Redevelopment Project.

Additionally. please investigate and incorparate into the Draft EIR the current conditions
along the East/West arteries between Mission Gorge and Waring Roads, most notably
Zion and Twain, and the North/South major artery of Crawford Street. These roads are
already heavily impacted by vehicular traffic trying to avoid congestion along Missior
Gorge, Waring. and Friars Roads. Please investigate and incorporate the impact of this
additional traffic on these same roads in the event that redevelopment in the area is
pursued.

Section 4.3 - Air Quality: “Development forecasted for the region will generate
increased emission levels from transportation and stationary sources.” The analysis of
long-term effects on the air quality concludes that “combined emissions from the
Redevelopment Project Area and other developed areas in the Basin are expected (o
continue to exceed state and federal standards in the near term and emissions
associated with these developments will exceed threshold leveis.”

The Draft EIR notes that project~specific air quality analysis shall be prepared for
future redevelopments to determine the emissions associated with construction
activities and identify measures to reduce air emissions. It would seem that this
project-specific analysis would open the door for poorer air quality in the Basin. For
example, if 5 projects along Mission Gorge each added 150 vehicles and industrial~
related emissions, the cumulative impact would be far greater (if analyzed
comprehensively) than one project that added anly 150. Please address the reason for
project-specific analysis rather than comprehensive project analysis (as in other areas
of the DEIR) for air quality,

Section 4,10 Aesthetics notes that recommended mitigation includes “improve[ing] the
appearance of the existing strip commercial development on Mission Gorge Road
batween [ntersiate 8 and Zion Avenue by reducing signs, improving landscaping and
architectural design, providing consistent building setbacks and providing adequate off-
street parking.” While [ do not disagree that this strip of commercial deveiopment could
use a face-lift, ] am appalled at the idea of declaring the area a Redevelopment Project
zone, when these same improvements could be made through implementation of a
Business Improvement District or other programs for these business owners. Please
address why this corridor has not been declared a Business Improvement District or
received other programmatic assistance prior to the proposed declaration of it as a
Redevelopment Project area.

Section 4.12.3.1 — The first sentence of this section seems inconsistent with the plans noted
earlier in this letter, as well as other areas of the Draft EIR: “The Redevelopment Plan does not
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY
14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment HSA13:

The widening of Mission Gorge Road 1o 6 lanes north of Zion Avenue and between
Fairmount Avenue and Interstate 8 are improvements identified in the currently
adopied community plan. Please refer to responses to comments DOT3, DD5 and
DRS17.

The costs associated with these improvements are not known and would depending
on numerous factors including engineering, environmental, and land use constraints.

Response fo Comment HSA14:
Please refer to response fo comment DD8.

The Program EIR evaluates community plan and general plan circulation element
roadways, including intersections that serve the roadway segments identified by the
commentor. As specific developments are proposed, each will be required o be
analyzed for their potential localized traffic impact, including, residential streets.

Response fo Comment HSA1S:

The cumulative impact as a result of the development pofential of the entire Project
Area is quantified and disclosed. As stated on EIR page 4.3-13 that, “A project that is
consistent with the applicable General Plan of the jurisdiction in which it is located has
been anticipated within the regional air quality planning process {i.e., the RAQS Plan}.
Consistency with the RAQS Plan will ensure that the project does not have an adverse
impact on regional air quality.” Because the redevelopment plan must be consistent
with the General Plan, the project is consistent with the RAQS. However, the EIR also
analyzes the project as a whole based on project-specific significance thresholds
(refer to EIR Table 4.3-4). As shown, the cumulative impact of development of the
entire Project Area would exceed significance fhresholds, and is considered
significant. Therefore the impact of multiple projects are not slighted, and are in fact
evaluated comprehensively. In recognizing this condition, Mitigation Measures AQ 1
and AQ 2 are proposed to ensure that each individual project is evaluated for
compliance with appropriate air quality thresholds and measure are implemented to
address air quality impacts. As specific developments are proposed, specific
mitigation measures can be applied to each individual project based on the nature,
size, and characteristics of the project. In accordance with CEQA, cumulative effects
would need fo be considered as part of the CEQA evaluation of each project.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY
14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment HSA15 (cont.d).

Additionally, CEQA does not allow the piece-mealing of project analysis. Mitigation
Measures have been identified in the EIR to ensure that, although a significant
unavoidable impact has been identified, measures will be incorporated into future
projects to ensure conformity to applicable air quality regulations.

Response o Comment HSA14:
Please refer to response to comment HS-A6.

Response fo Comment HSA17:
Comment noted. Please refer to response to comment RM2.
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Mr. Tracy Reed Re: Comments regarding the Draft Program
February 14, 2005 Envircnmental Impact Report for the
Page 5 Grantville Redevelopment Project

propose to change any land use designation with the Project Area.” However, in order to
accomplish many of the long-terms goals of the Redevelopment Project, including but not
limited to the proposed high-tech/bio-tech industrial development at what is now the quarry, it
would seem that significant changes would need to be made in the Community Plans. Public
stalements made at the Grantville Redevelopment Advisory Committes meeting on January 31,
2005 indicate that that is exactly what is planned ~ adopting the Buvironmental Impact Report
and Grantville Redevelopment Project — then changing the Community Plans to be consistent
with this new development. I hereby request that the Redevelopment Agency address these
inconsistencies, and immediately stop any and all planning necessary to designate the

Grantville Redevelopment Project area.

Section 4.13.1 — Schools: Please address in the DEIR how the allocation of the tax
increment to the Grantville Redevelopment Project area would affect local schools in the
community and outside the Grantville community — i.e., with fewer tax dollars available to
the San Diego Unified School District and San Diego Community College District taxing
agencies.

Section 4.13.4 — Sewer Facilities: The City cannot finance its current obligations to improve the
waslewater and sewer pipes throughout the region. Please address how 60-year-old sewer
pipes in the Grantville region will be able to bandle an increase of approximately 26,160
gallons of sewer flows per day without any mitigation measures being proposed.

Scction 4.13.5 — Police Services: As Councilmember Donna Frye noted during the
Redevelopment Agency meeting on January 25, 2005, the existing conditions statement in this
section is incorrect. I hereby request that ALL existing conditions statements throughoat
the entire Draft EIR be reviewed, investigated, corroborated, and, if necessary, changed for
accuracy. Additionally, I request that any changes to the existing conditions that may
result in changes to the Draft EIR be publicly noticed and additional time be given to
review and make comments on these changes.

Section 4.13.5.4 -~ Please address any and all potential impacts on Police Services related to
response times in and arcund the Grantville Redevelopment Project area. These impacis
should include analysis related to increased traffic congestion, increased population, and
increased business entities in the area.

Section 4.13.6.6 ~ Fire Prolection: Please address any and il potential impacts on Fire

- Protection and Emergency Medical Services related to response times in and around the
- Grantville Redevelopment Project area. These impacts should include analysis related to

increased traffic congestion, increased population, and increased business entities in the area,
including but not limited to transport of patients to Kaiser Hospital Emergency Department and
other facilities,

Additionally, Police & Fire Protection Services are paid for out of the City’s General Fund.
It is my understanding that the Grantville Redevelopment Project, as with other
Redevelopment Projects throughout the City of San Diego, would divert property tax
increment funds from the City’s General Fund into infrastructure projects in the
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY
14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment HSA18:

Health and Safety Code Section 33607.5 presents the legally mandated formula for
paying a portion of the tax increment fo all of the affected taxing entities. In the case
of school districts (K-14), a portion of the tax increment paid to the district is not
deemed “property taxes" for the purposes of their financing pursuant to State law,
and therefore, it is funding beyond what the school district would otherwise receive
had there been no redevelopment project area. These new funds are available to be
used for education facilities that benefit the Project Area.

Response fo Comment HSA1%:

The City requires upgrading sewer facilities and infrastructure commensurate with
development. The improvement of sewer facilities can also be identified in the 5-year
implementation plan for the Project Area.

Response to Comment HSA20:

Existing conditions and impact analysis information was researched and verified by the
public service providers serving the Project Area. Please refer to DF1. The additional
response provided in response to this issue and as responded fo in DF1 does not meet
the criteria for recirculation of the EIR as set forth in the CEQA Guidelines.

Response to Comment HSA21:

Please refer to response to comment DF1. Under the currently adopted Navajo
Community Plan, no residential/population increase is anticipated within the Project
Area (see response fo comment PRD14).

Response to Comment HSA22:
Please refer to DF1.

Response to Comment HSA23:

Health and Safety Code Section 33607.5 presents the legally mandated formula for
paying a portion of the tax increment to all of the affected taxing entities. The City's
General Fund will receive its portion of the first tier of these payments. I is probable
that with redevelopment activities enhancing the areaq, the growth in assessed value
will exceed what would have occurred absent the Redevelopment Plan so even
though the City will receive only a portion of the tax increment, it could exceed what
it would have received without adoption of the Redevelopment Plan. Additionally,
new development caused by redevelopment activities will be planned to be
"defensible space” built to current fire and safety codes that will improve the fire and
public safety of buildings in the Project Area.
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HEA23
{cont'd.)

HSA24

HSA25

HSA26

HSA27

HSA28

HSA29
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Mr. Tracy Reed Re: Comments regarding the Draft Program
February 14, 2005 Eavironmental Impact Report for the
Page 6 Grantville Redevelopment Project

Grantville area. Please explain how Police and Fire Protection Servicea would be paid for
once this diversivn of General Funds is accomplished.

Section 4.13.7.6 — Solid Waste: Please address any and all potential impacts on Solid Waste
zenerated in the Project area. This should include anticipated closure of West Miramar
.andfill in or around the year 2011.

Section 4.14.1.2.B — Mineral Resources/Navajo Conununity Plan: I understand that owners of
7188 through 7500 Mission Gorge (which includes Superior Ready Mix), submitted (then
withdrew) an application to the City’s Development Services for a master planned industrial
development (PID) permit. This submission seems consistent with Councilmember Madaffer’s
wrilten statements regarding the bio-tech/high-tech industrial area in what is not the quarry.
Please address the proposed PID for this area and what it includes. Please incorporate
these proposals into the Draft EIR and address how the resulting impacts would be
mitigated.

Section 6.0 — Growth [Inducement: Please provide me with apprepriate documentation from
the City’s General Plan and Program Guide that includes the definition of “urbanization.”
1t is my understanding that mining activities do not constitute urbanized activities.

Section 8.1.1 ~ No Project/No Redevelopment Plan/Description of Alternative: It is noted that,
even without the Project, “the Project Area would be developed pursuant to the existing
community plan land use designations and zoning. The amount of development would be
similar to the level estimated for the proposed project; however, the overall rate of
development would be slower than under the Redevelopment Plan.” Given that proposals
within the Project Area would occur without designating the Grantville Redevelopment Project
arca, it would seem that the Agency has not met the conditions required for physical and
economic blight, and is merely atiempting to increase its portion of the property tax increment. [
hereby request that the planbing for and implementation of the Grantville Redevelopment
Project be stopped immediately.

Section 8.2.1.15 — Conclusion — No Additional Development Alternative: As noted, “[t]his
alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project. This altemative would reduce. or
avoid, the project’s impact to transportation/circulation, air quality, cultural resources, biological
resources, and paleontological resources.” The section also notes, “this alternative would not
meet most of the basic objeclives of the proposed project. It seems that, with the negative
environmental impacts associated with this project, the No Additional Development
Alternative would be preferable to the full implementation of the Redevelopment Project
Area plan. Please address this recommendation.

" Section 8.3 — General Plan Opportunity Areas Map Concept — This plan would “generally

implement the conceptual land use patterns identified in the City of San Diego General Plan
(City of Villages) Opportunity Arcas Map for the Project Area.” It appears that this
alternative would generate a net increase of 50,359 daily trips, as opposcd to 31,606 daily Lrips
noted earlier in the Project Draft EIR. This altemnative is unacceptable. The community has
already kept the City from implementing the City of Villages in the Grantville area. Please

RTC-104

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY
14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment HSA24:

The EIR provides an analysis of potential solid waste impacts (see pages 4.13-13
through 4.13-15). As discussed, the City of San Diego Environmental Services
Department policy is to ensure that all requirements of a waste management plan are
satisfied at the time of discretionary review, demolition, grading, or any other
construction permit. Landfill capacities are discussed on pages 4.13-14 and 4.13-15 of
the EIR.

Response to Comment HSA25:

An application for a Planned industrial Development Permit for the subject property
was submitted to the City approximately 5-6 years ago. There has been no action
taken on the permit. The Grantville Redevelopment Plan EIR analyzes the potential
impacts associated with implementation of land uses according to the existing
adopted community plans. Sand and gravel and open space uses are assumed for
the area referenced by the commentor in the proposed project scenario. Because no
specific development is proposed for this area, it is not possible to evaluate the
specific impacts and mitigation measures associated with any such project. Any
future redevelopment of this area with an alternative use would require discretionary
approvals including a community plan amendment and environmental review
pursuant to CEQA.

Response fo Comment HSA24:

The City of San Diego's General Plan and Progress Guide define “urbanized" areas
within the City. The Redevelopment Project area, as well as surrounding areas are
located within the City's designated urbanized area. The EIR assumes redevelopment
of the Project Area according to existing adopted community plan designations. The
sand and gravel areq, although designated as Open Space with a sand and gravel
subcategory, is within the urbanized area as sef forth in the City's Generai Plan.
Additionally, CEQA Guidelines Section 15387 defines an urbanized area as, “... a
central city or a group of contiguous cities with a population of 50,000 or more,
together with adjacent densely populated areas having a population density of at
least 1,000 persons per square mile."

Response to Comment HSA27:
The Agency must adopt findings that show that the Project Area meets the criteria for
blight as set forth in Section 33030 of California Community Redevelopment Law.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY
14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response ta Comment HSA28:

The comment is noted. The Redevelopment Agency will consider the alternatives
evaluated in the EIR and will make findings regarding the adoption of the project and
rejection of alternatives pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091.

Response to Comment HSA2Y:
Comment noted. Please refer to responses to comments RM4 and HSA28.
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Mr. Tracy Reed Re: Comments regarding the Draft Program
February 14, 2005 Environmental Impact Report for the
Page 7 Grantville Redevelopment Project

HSA29 address why it is considered an alternative. Additionally, I request that this alternative be
{contd)  removed from the Draft EIR and not be considered as an alternative.

Section 8.4 ~ Transit-Oriented Development Principals Altematives — This altemative “assumes
that land use designations would allow muiti-family residential uses at 25 dwelling units per
acre, within approximately 2,000 feet of the trolley station..., The area comprises approximately
100 acres of land. Under this altemative, it is assumed that exisiing non-residential uses would
be replaced with residential uses and no additional non-residential development would occur
with this area.” It seems ridiculous to assume that this configuration would result in 7,200 fewer

HSA30 daily trips than the proposed project, as most residents in San Diego County do not use public
transportation. Please address how this assumption was made and the data/information that
was used to generate this result. As this alternative wonld result in substantially more
housing, which would result in additional strain on public safety, utilities, sewer, traffic,
and other services. I hereby request that this alternative not be considered and that the
zoning not be changed to accommodate this alternative, nor any proposed residential
developmeant ia this area.

Additionally, please provide me the services and fees billed, paid, and/or budgeted for the
production of the Grantville Redevelopment Project Draft Environmental Impact Report,

HSA31 Draft Preliminary Report, Draft Project Plan. Please include the salaries and benefits costs
P
or City/Redevelopment Agency staff working en the Grantville Redevelopment Praject.
‘hank you for accepling these written comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact
HSA32  ‘eport for the Grantville Redevelopment Project. I lock forward to your written response
ddressing each of my concerns and comments.
Sincerely,
C)%Simoncnc

Grantville Resident

cc. All Members of the San Diego City Council
Michael Aguirre, City Attorney
P. Lamont Ewell, City Manager

02/14/05 2:51PM; JetFax #977;Page 8/12
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY
14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment HSA30:

The conclusion that the Transit-Oriented Development Alternative would generate less
average daily trips than the existing community plan land uses is based on applying
the trip generation factors as identified in the City's Trip Generation Manual associated
with each land use. A net decrease of average daily irips is expected because
although there would be an increase in residential uses, there would be a decrease
(i.e.. these uses would be replaced), of indusirial and commercial uses.

Please also refer to response to comments HSA28 and HSA29.

Response fo Comment H5A31:
The information requested by the commentor is public information and is available at
the City Clerk’s office.

Response to Comment HSA32:
Comment noted.
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Homeowner at 4838 Elsa Road, San Diego, 921

R

%

My name is Holly Simonette, and I'm

(betvygg’:fn’}Subareas Aand C)

Honorable Mayor Murphy and Council Members:

Thank you for allowing me to speak today about my concerns related to the
Grantville Redevelopment Project and the Draft EIR. Council Members Frye and
Atkins, my comments also relate to the ongoing lack of government transparency

and the community’s right to know.

The entire community of Grantville and Allied Gardens has @i been kept in the

dark about what the City’s Redevelopment Agency and private developers are
trying to do in our neighborhoods. Those of us who live near the project area have
not received updates or notices, and have had to find out information on our own

or by word of mouth. Talk about secrecy at City Hall.

1 am here today with petitions in opposition to the Grantville Redevelopment
Project. They are signed by my neighbors and local business owners who live and
work near the Subareas. My neighbors and I are continuing to gather signatures.

We respectfully request that you stop the project immediately.

I am also here today to address concerns about the Draft EIR. The project
description on page 3-6 saythat the Project will serve as a catalyst to reverse the
physical and economic blight in the area. What blight? How can you say there’s
blight when housing prices in our neighborhood have gone up 23.5 percent in the

last year and the median price is over $530,0007

RTC-107

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMQNETIE, DATED JANUARY
25, 2005

Response fo Comment HSB1:
Comment noted.

Response o Comment HSB2:

The Agency has complied with all public noticing requirements with respect to the
California Environmental Quality Act and the California Community Redevelopment
Law. In addition, the Agency has formed the Grantville Redevelopment Advisory
Committee {GRAC). The formation of the GRAC is not a requirement for the formation
of a redevelopment project area when no residential uses are involved. The GRAC
was formed as an additional mechanism to encourage public involvement, and
includes representation from portions of the community located-outside of the Project
Area. In addition to all noticing and meetings, all documentation related fo this
project has been posted on the Redevelopment Agency's website.

Response to Comment HSB3:
Comment noted. The referenced petition is included as an attachment fo this
responses to comments document.

Response to Comment HSB4:
Please refer to response to comment HSA27. The commentor also references housing
prices. However, there is no residential use located within the Project Area.



HSB5

HsBé

HSB7

We all know traffic in the area is bad — it’s the thing people complain about the
most. In fact, people already drive on Twain and Crawford near my house to avoid
the traffic mess on Mission Gorge. Your own highly paid experts say the
Redevelopment Project would add more than 31,000 cars along Mission Gorge and
Friars Roads and other areas of the project. But they note that even with some road
improvements, “the cumulative impact would remain significant and
unavoidable.” This means even more cars will be driving through my
neighborhood to avoid the increased traffic congestion on Mission Gorge. That
puts more kids at risk for being hit by a car, more accidents, and more car exhaust
around our schools. In short, there’s going to be more traffic in my

neighborhood because traffic on Mission Gorge is going to stay screwed up.

Your experts’ analysis of the long-term effects on the air quality concludes that
“combined emissions from the Redevelopment Project Area and other developed
areas in the Basin are expected to continue to exceed state and federal standards in
the near term and emissions associated with these developments will exceed
threshold levels.” In short, more vehicles and industry in the Redevelopment

Project Area will keep the air quality unhealthy in our neighborhoods.

Honorable Mayor Murphy, Council Members, please do not ignore the findings of
your own experts and put a rubber stamp of approval on this Draft EIR or the

Grantville Redevelopment Project. There’s no reason to screw up traffic and air

quality even more for a project that has no justification in the first place, because

there is no blight.

Thank you.

RTC-108

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED JANUARY
25, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment HSB5:
Please refer 1o responses to comment DOT3 and DRS17.

Response to Comment HSBé:
Please refer o response to comment HSA15, LM5, and CLB7.

Response to Comment HSB7:
Comment noted.
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The College Area Community Council
THE PRESIDENT’S PERSPECTIVE

The biggest hope for the Collcge Commimity may lic in. Mission Gorge. The City Redevelopment Agency is
striing the process of a Grantvilke redevelopient project. Good news for them, bul maybe better pews for us because
Guuntville has the positive distinction of being onc trolley stop away from the heart of SDSU. The large nuamber of
students driving 10 and fram SDSU canses 4 lot of congestion on our artarials While several local projects will
provide relicf by adding housing within walking distance of campus, it is not enough fo house all of SDSU’s 34,000
students. Gruuville redevelop offxs the opy ity far much mote bansing virtally oo the doorstep of SDSU,
An affordable housing comp next to the wolley thoare would allow stidents 1o Toll out of bed and anto  train
thal drops them off in the heat of Aztecland  Owr Mayor and Council are advocutss of smart growth along mgjor
ransit comridors. What could be smarter than that?
- Steve Laub

City of $.U. Commun Econ Dev 819 533 5270; - 02/14/05 2:51PM;JetFax _#977;Page 1112
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HSLM1

HSLM2

HSLM3

HSLM4

HSLM5

1SLMé
HSLMT

HSLMS8

JUST SAY “NO” TO THE GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT
Hand-delivered January 2005
Dear Neighbor:

Did you know the City of San Diego is plapning to declare the arca around our homes 2 “blighted area,”
create more traffic on Mission Gorge and Waring Roads, develop low-income housing in our area, take
away property from local business owners. And they want to do all of this in violation of State law?
1t’s time to tell the City Council “NO” — the residents of Grantville do NOT want the Grantville
Redevelopment Project.

Make sure your voice is heard. The City Council will only pay attention if enough of us show up
and make our voices heard. Sign the petition and attend the City Council meeting on January 25,
2005 at 10 a.m. (Council Chambers, 12" Floor, City Administration Building, 202 C Street, downtown).

The Grantville Redevelopment Project would:

o
» Make Traffic Congestion Worse: The Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) predicts
significant traffic increases in the arca from the Project Activities, but does not propose anything to ‘A
alleviate the traffic. No improvements are proposed for the bottle-neck on Mission Gorge Road
between I-8 and Friars Road. This means even more traffic through our neighborhoods.

» Declare Area Around Our Homes “Blighted”: The City says this won’t affect our property values,
but we have no assurance of this. They say that values typically increase, but this is for areas that
truly are blighted—ours is NOT!

» Violate State Law: The proposal of this Project Area VIOLATES state law: Our area is NOT
blighted by definition of California state law! How much more illegal activity should we tolerate
from this city government?

» Take Away Property: Redevelopment will give the City extraordinary powers to take property
away from business owners in order to make way for pet projects from developers like Fenton
Development, who has an employee sitting as Chair of the planning committee! Don’t let the City
put your neighbors out of business just for their own convenience.

> Build Low-Income Housing: This places additional strain on social services in the area while taking
money away from the very agencies that provide the services. This will result in reduced services and
worse conditions for low-income residents. :

» Take Money Away from Schools: This project will take money away from other governmental
agencies, schools, and community colleges—all of which provide valuable services to our
community. They’re doing this simply because they can’t manage their own finances!

Everything that the City proposes to do to improve our area are things they should already be doing—like
improving landscaping and enforcing code violations.

Redevelopment simply becomes a vehicle to do things that the community has repeatedly said “No!” to,
like high-density housing, new development in open spaces, and more congestion! If they aren’t doing
their jobs now, why would they when they get more power by forming a Redevelopment Area?

City documents about the Grantville Redevelopment Project are on the Intemnet:
htip.//www sandiego.gov/redevelopment-agency/grantville shiml. Read them! Get informed!
o Draft Redevelopment Plan
o Draft Environmental lmpact Report
o Rules Governing Participation by Property Owners
o Address Ranges for Properties within the Proposed Redevelopment Project Area

Please contact us if you have any questions.

Holly Simonette
Homeowners on Elsa Road
(619) 501-7414

Lynn Murray
Homeowner on Carthage Street
(619) 582-1024
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE/LYNN MURRAY,
DATED JANUARY 2005

Response fo Comment HSLM1:
Please refer to responses to comments DOT3, AG1, RM3 and DRS17.

Response fo Comment HSLM2:

Research indicates that between 2002-03 and 2003-04 the assessed value of properties
in the Project Area increased 4.97% and between 2003-04 and 2004-05 increased
7.59%. This compares with 10.01% and 10.38% in the City of San Diego, and 9.92% and
11.15% in the County of San Diego. This is an indicator that property within the Project
Area suffers from blighting conditions that are not present elsewhere.

Response to Comment HSLM3:

The Preliminary Report for the Grantville Redevelopment Project Area documenis the
existence of blighting conditions in the Project Area. Noft all properties in the Project
Area are blighted by blighting conditions do exist and private enterprise acting alone
has not addressed these conditions. Please also refer to responses o comments DD2,
DDé6, JN10, and HSA27.

Response to Comment HSLM4:
The Redevelopment Plan allows the Agency to acquire property in the Project Area
only after extending Owner Participation preferences to existing owners and
businesses, and only after paying just compensation based upon an appraisal of the
property at its highest and best use.

Response to Comment HSLMS:

Affordable housing is a documented need throughout the City of San Diego and the
region. The claim that such housing places additional strain on social services while
taking money away from the very agencies that provides the services is not
substantiated.

Response fo Comment HSLMé:

Health and Safety Code Section 33607.5 presents the legally mandated formuia for
paying a portion of the tax increment to ali of the affected taxing entities. In the case
of school districts (K-14), a portion of the tax increment paid fo the district is not
deemed “property taxes” for the purposes of their financing pursuant to State law,
and therefore, it is funding beyond what the school district would otherwise receive
had there been no redevelopment project area. This new source of school funding is
available to be used for education facilities that benefit the Project Area. With regard
to other taxing entities, it is probable that with redevelopment activities enhancing the
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE/LYNN MURRAY,
DATED JANUARY 2005 (cont.d)

Response fo Comment HSLMé (cont.d):

areq, the growth in assessed value will exceed what would have occurred absent the
Redevelopment Plan so even though these entities will receive only a portion of the
tax increment, it could exceed what they would have received absent adoption of
the Redevelopment Plan.

Response ta Comment HSLM7:
Comment noted.

Response o Camment HSLM8:
Comment noted.



HSLM
(ATTACH.)

Executive Summary

Significant, Mitigable Impacts

Implementation of the proposed Redevelopment Project will result in significant impacts as a result of future
redevelopment activities that will occur within the Project Area. Significant impacts have been identified
o the following environmenial issue areas:

. Air Quality {Short-term Consiruction)

. Noise
. Cultural Resources
. Biological Resources

. Geology/Soils

. Hazards and Hozardous Materials
. Paleontological Resources

. Aesthetics

. Water Quality/Hydrology

. Pubilic Services

implementation of proposed Mitigation Measures identified in this Program EIR wil reduce the impact o
these resource areas to a level iess than significant.

Significant, Unavoidable impacts

Based on the data and conclusions of this Program ER, the Redevelopment Agency finds that the project
will result in significant unavoidable impacts fo the following resources areas: .

. Transportation/Circulation

. Air Quality {Long-term Mobile Emissions)

implementation of proposed Mitigation Measures will reduce the potential impact to these resources to the
extent feasible; however, the impact will remain significant and vnavoidable. These impacts are not a

resuli of implementation of the Redevelopment Project in and of itself, rather they are a result of forecasted
growth in the region, which will occur both inside and outside of the Project Area. If the Redevelopment
Agency chooses to approve the Grantville Redevelopment Project, it must adopt a “Statement of
Oveniding Considerations” pursuant to Sections 15093 and 15126(b) of the CEQA Guidelines.

Gianivile Redeveiopment Project ES-4 December 13, 2004
Draft Program EIR
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ATTACHMENT 3

Tre Crrvy OF SaN Di1EGo

DATE OF NOTICE: January 5, 2005

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

DATE OF HEARING: January 25, 2005

TIME OF HEARING: 10:00 AM

LOCATION OF HEARING: Council Chambers, 12th Floor, City Administration
Building, 202 C Street, San Diego, California 92101

PROJECT: Grantville Redevelopment Project Area (Proposed)

PURPOSE OF HEARING: Receive public testimony and comments regarding a
draft programmatic Environmental Impact Report

COMMUNITY PLAN AREA: Navajo, Tierrasanta, and College Area

COUNCIL DISTRICT: District 7

The San Diego Redevelopment Agency is pursuing the Grantville Redevelopment Project which would
eliminate physical and economic blighting conditions and promote a variety of land uses, expand
employment opportunities, improve public infrastructure, parking, and services. California Community
Redevelopment Law (Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et. seq.) controis redecvelopment activity
and the Draft Grantville Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The Redevelopment Agency has scheduled a meeting on Tuesday, January 25, 2005 at 10:00 a.m. to
take public testimony and comments on the draft programmatic EIR. A final EIR incorporating public
input will be prepared for consideration by the Redevelopment Agency for a noticed public meeting in
the future.

The draft programmatic EIR can be reviewed at www.sandiego,gov/redevelogment—agenc*/grantville

and at the following locations: City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency, 600 B Sureet, 4 Floor; City
of San Diego Central Library (Science & Industry Section), 820 E Street; Mission Valley Branch
Library, 2123 Fenton Parkway; Tierrasanta Library, 4985 La Cuenta Drive; Benjamin Branch Library,
5188 Zion Avenue; San Carlos Branch Library, 7265 Jackson Drive; and the Navajo Community
Service Center, 7381 Jackson Drive.

For additional information, contact Tracy Reed, Project Manager, at the Redevelopment Agency at

(619) 533-7519 or ueed@sandiego.gov.

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
600 B Strect, Suite 400 & San Diego, CA 92101-4506
Tel (619) 5334233 Fax (619) 533-5250
Community and Economic Development

HSLM

(ATTACH.)
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